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SCOTTISH PROVIDENT INSTITUTION. 


(ESTABLISHED 1837.) 
MUTUAL ASSURANCE wits MODERATE PREMIUMS. 
ACCUMULATED FUNDS - £11,000,000. 
THE SURPLUS at last Investigation was £1,423,000. 
More than One-half of the Members who died during the Septennial 
period were entitled to Bonuses which, notwithstanding that the Premiums 


do not as a rule exceed the non-profit rates of other Offices, were, on the 
average, equal to an addition of about 50 per cent. to their Policies. 





BIRMINGHAM : BrisTov : OarpirF : LeEeps: 

95, Colmore-row. 31, Olere-street. 19, High-street. 35, Park-row. 
LiIvERPOOL : MANCHESTER : NEWCASTLE : NorrincHaM : 
25, Castle-street. 10, Albert-square. 1, Queen-street. 27, Victoria-street. 
LONDON: 17, KING WILLIAM STREET, E.C. 





HEAD OFFICE: 6, ST. ANDREW SQUARE, EDINBURGH. 
THE OLDEST & WEALTHIEST EXISTING MORTGAGE INSURANCE OFFICE. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 

SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
Bonps, MoRTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 





HEAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
xX In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LO88 OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 














LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 





ESTABLISHED 1836. 





FUNDS - ee - - £ 3,000,000 
INCOME - - - - = £390,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - - $1,000,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE -_ - £11,700,000 





THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wirnovr Prorrrs. 


The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 


Age | Premium | Age | Premium 





‘Age | Premium 


wll A 





30 | 41:16 7, | 40 | £2 10%, 











£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 24 p.c.:—Hm. Table of Mortality. 





Duration 40 yrs. | 


30 yrs. 
£2,067 | 


| 10 yrs. | 20 yrs. 
_ Amount of Policy | £1,199 








1,438 | £1,724 








Next Bonus as at 31st December, 1901. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


ATTENTION sHOULD be drawn to the letter from the President 
of the Leeds Law Society to a local journal, which we reprint 
elsewhere, on the ~~ of the recent proceedings with regard 
to the estate duty. e have reason to believe that it expresses 
the views of a large number of solicitors, both in town and 
country ; and it is to be hoped that the Council of the Incor 
Law Society — be induced to take the whole subject of estate 
duty into consideration with a view to endeavouring to obtain 
an early alteration of the law. 





In A RECENT case before Mr. Justice KEKEWICH, says a corre- 
spondent, the defendant had given notice to the plaintiffs, in what 
is, I believe, a not uncommon form, to uce in court at the 
trial of the action ‘‘all the plaintiffs’ of account con- 
taining entries of dealings between them and the defendant for 
September, 1896, and also all letters written by the defendant or 
any other person to the plaintiffs relating to relevant matters.” 
At the hearing of the action counsel for the defence called for the 
production of certain cash’ books and led which, as he 
alleged, were wm ee! included under the a description of 
documents. e books, however, were not forthcoming. The 
learned judge thereupon took occasion to observe that notices to 
produce were necessarily founded on affidavits of documents, 
and that the pro course was, as far as possible, 
in drawing these notices, to refer to the specific descriptions of 
the different documents as given in the affidavits. In the 
present case the defendant called vaguely on the plaintiffs to 
produce a whole mass of documents. The learned judge did 
not consider et aeons ing, and he would go so far 
as to say that, had he found hi nee ter rye the 
hearing till these documents were prod he should certainl 
have declined to allow the defendant the costs of the day. 

I am right in supposing that the form thus censured for its 
vagueness is not uncommon, it seems important that this judicial 





opiate should be brought to the notice of solicitors. 
7 
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Szvzrat casks have lately been reported of the removal by 
the Irish Lord Chancellor of justices from the commission of 
the peace. As a rule,a justice holds office only during the 
pleasure of her Majesty, and so is liable to removal by the Lord 
Chancellor without any reason being given. There seem, 
however, to be some exceptions to this rule, for by the Local 
Government Acts, 1888 and 1894, respectively, the chairman of 
a@ county council and the chairman of a district council is a 
justice of the peace for the county ‘‘ by virtue of his office ” ; 

ut he must, before acting as such, take the usual oath. 
There does not appear in either Act to be any provision giving 
the Lord Chancellor any power of removal of such justices, 
even in case of misconduct or seditious behaviour. As, there- 
fore, these justices derive their right to act as justices from Act 
of Parliament, it seems that the Lord Chancellor has no power 
to remove them. This is certainly an anomaly in the case of a 
judicial office below the standing of a High Court judge, 
and the exception has not been extended to Ireland. By 
the Local Government (Ireland) Act, 1898, it is provided that 
the chairman of county councils and of certain district 
councils shall, by virtue of their office, be justices of the 
peace; but section 95 of the Act provides that “‘every such 
chairman who is by virtue of this Act a justice of the peace 
shall, in his capacity of justice, but not otherwise, not withstand- 
ing anything in the other provisions of this Act, be subject to 
the same restrictions, disqualifications, and power of removal by 
the Lord Chancellor as any other justice of the peace. It seems 
— that the absence of any such provision from the 

glish Acts was an oversight, which has not been repeated in 
the Irish Act. 





AN rPorTAnT ruling has been given by Granta, J., on the 
North-Eastern Circuit as to the admissibility of the evidence of a 
solicitor who is allowed to look at the transcript of a shorthand 
account of his interview with a client dictated by him to his 
clerk, the transcript having been perused by the solicitor shortly 
afterwards. The practice of allowing a witness to refresh 
his memory by referring to notes is well established. But 
such a course, it is said, can be adopted only where the 
writing has been made, or its accuracy recognized, at the 
time of the fact in question, or, at furthest, so recently after- 
wards as to render it probable that the memory of the witness 
had not then become defective: Taylor on Evidence (9th ed.), 
p. 923. And it seems to be sufficient that the witness swears 
positively that the notes, though made after the event, were 
made at a time when he had a distinct recollection of the 
matter narrated, provided they have not been made subse- 
quently to the event for the purpose of use as evidence. And it 
is not essential that the notes have been made by the witness 
himself, though if made by anyone else he must examine them 
while the facts are fresh in his memory. Thus, to quote a case 
cited in Taylor on Evidence (p. 925), a seaman has been allowed 
to refer to a logbook which, though not written by himself, had 
from time to time, and while the occurrences were recent, been 
examined by him. Moreover, if the note is in itself proper, it 
is not necessary that the witness should have upon referring to 
it any independent recollection of the fact stated. It is sufficient 
that from the circumstances under which the note was taken he 
can vouch for its accuracy. A good 
of B.v. Guinea (cited in Taylor on Evidence, 927), referred 
to by Granruam, J., of the barrister who was allowed 
to make the notes on his brief evidence of what took 

lace at the trial, although Dear ges he did not recollect it. 
ese cases appear to afford ample justification for the 
result at which Mr. Justice Grantuam arrived. A short- 
hand clerk, as the learned judge observed, is now a necessary 
help to a solicitor, and his notes, when transcribed and perused 
by the solicitor, may fairly be treated as notes taken by the 
solicitor himself. It is to be observed that special emphasis was 
laid upon the examination of the transcript by the solicitor. It 
is this examination, shortly after the notes have been dictated, 
which certifies the accuracy of the transcript, and makes it 
available for purposes of evidence. 





Tuxzex 1s fortunately at the present time a strong tendency to 


instance of this is the case | 





look at substance rather than form in litigious matters, but 
sometimes, particularly in cases arising on the Bills of Sale Acts, 
the court is compelled to prefer form to substance. Even here, 
however, formal requirements are viewed with as much 
liberality as is consistent with the wording of the Acts, and in 
this connection it is worth while to refer again to the case of 
De Braam v. Ford (ante, p. 87), on which we commented last 
week. The case raised the old question whether a bill 
of sale was sufficiently in accordance with the statutory 
form to satisfy the requirement of section 9 of the Act of 1882. 
The statutory form includes a stipulation that the borrower 
will repay the loan, and it is essential that a fixed time or times 
of payment shall be inserted. Hence the bill of sale is void if 
the time is left uncertain, and the money consequently cannot be 
made payable on demand (Hetherington v. Groome, 13 Q. B. D. 
789), nor can the time of payment be made to depend upon a 
contingency : Hughes v. Little (18 Q. B. D. 32). ‘‘ Wherever,” 
said Lord Esner, M.R., in the latter case, “the time of pay- 
ment is by any circumstances rendered uncertain, whether 
it be by reason of the sum secured being payable on demand, 
or by any other circumstance, the same principle applies.” 
In the present case the bill of sale provided that the money 
should be paid ‘on or before the Ist day of November, 
1899.” This clause, it was said, left the time uncertain, and, 
in accordance with the above cases, made the bill of sale void, 
and Norrs, J., held that this contention was correct, 
This, however, is to insist on a stricter compliance with the 
statutory form than, according to the now accepted test, is 
requisite. In Ex parte Stanford (17 Q. B. D. 259) the full Court 
of Appeal (Fry, L.J., dissentiente) held that variations from the 
statutory form did not avoid the bill of sale unless they altered 
the legal effect which would attach to a bill of sale drawn in the 
statutory form. But in considering the legal effect of a stipu- 
lation for payment, the material point to notice is the time at 
which an obligation to pay is thrown upon the borrower. In 
the present case there was no doubt as to this date. The 
borrower was not bound to pay till the 1st of November, and 
this accordingly was the fixed time for payment required by the 
statutory form. The option to pay earlier, if it required to be 
justified at all, could be justified, so the Court of Appeal held, 
as a provision for the defeasance of the security such as the 
statutory form expressly permits. 





Onz pay last week the melody of an ‘‘ Molian organ” drew 
many to Appeal Court II., where they found that Livp.ey, 
M.R., was (if we may venture to say so), for the hour, Master 
of a novel kind of Rolls. Seriously considered, the case of 
Boosey v. Whight, in which the court has just given judgment, 
has raised another of the very important points which, like that 
of Walter v. Lane, shew the inadequacy of the present Copyright 
Acts and the need of new legislation for protection, both on behalf 
of and against modern mechanical ingenuity. Here the defend- 
ants sold an expensive instrument, mechanically worked by wind 
and fitted with stops, swells, and pedals, from which melodies 
were produced by the unrolling of long paper-sheets, perforated 
with parallel slits whose length varied according to the notation of 
the air; the rolls also contained in print words such as andante, 
piano, &c., which were used by the person controlling the organ 
as directions in obedience to which he could effect changes in 
time and expression. The plaintifis were proprietors of the 
copyright in the music of three songs, the airs of which the 
defendants had “translated” into theirown perforated notation ; 
the sale of the three rolls so made was alleged to be an infringe- 
ment of copyright, as being the multiplication of copies, though 
by a different system of symbols, of airs the property of which 
was in the plaintiffs. In effect, the plaintiffg contended that 
these “ Zolian” rolls were “sheets of music” within the 
meaning of the Copyright Act, 1842. After a full argument 
of the case, Srieuna, J. (47 W. R. 554), held that the 
Act did not prevent the defendants from making or selling 
the rolls so far as they contained perforations, but he 
granted a limited injunction to restrain them from adding the 
words of direction above-mentioned, as taken from the plaintiff's 
sheets of music. The outcome of an exhaustive and interesting 
argument in the Court of Appeal is that the main decision of the 
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learned judge is affirmed, while the defendants are relieved from 
the restraint in respect of the words of directions. The judg- 
ment of Linpitey, M.R. (with which Jzunz, P., agreed, and 
which was substantially supported by Romxr, L.J.), expressed 
the view that such a perforated sheet, even if a sufficiently 
skilful person could read the melody from it or even translate 
the same back from it into the usual notation, was not made to 
be so used and was in fact not so used; while not saying 
that the roll could not be regarded as a “sheet of music,” 
he could not hold that it was “a copy” within the meaning 
of sections 2 and 15 of the Copyright Act. We are 
thas brought back to the frequent inference, recently 
exemplified in the case concerning Lord RosrsEry’s speeches— 
viz., that over fifty years of human ingenuity and avidity for 
knowledge and entertainment requires new legislation, especially 
where the statutes in force have been so often found inadequate 
or ill-defined. In Walter v. Lane it was held that the Act 
could not be extended to the protection of a journal put to the 
expense of a shorthand writer who had to shew consider- 
able skill in editing his report; in Boosey v. Whight the same 
misfortune has befallen the proprietor of a valuable melody ; 
for, while able to enforce his copyright where his musical score 
has been taken for normal and proper musical reproduction, he 
is unable to restrain a novel pe ingenious mechanical method 
of reproducing the same thing, which must necessarily be less 
artistic, but is obviously of great commercial value. 





Docs are thought very meanly of by the common law of 
England. They are classed along with animals unfit for food, 
and are therefore not the subject of larceny, whether alive or 
dead. Hatz accounts for this (very unfairly according to our 
ideas) because ‘‘ of the looseness of their nature,” and Seenen 
not being used either for draught or food, they are kept merely 
for whim or pleasure. Two prisoners, against whom an indict- 
ment was presented last week at the London Sessions, have 
received the benefit of this state of the common law. They 
were indicted for stealing a dog, but, on being arraigned, objection 
was taken on their behalf that the indictment would not lie, 
as a dog was not a subject of larceny, and the objection was 
held to be good and the prisoners were discharged. Now, 
although an indictment does not, in general, lie for stealing a 
dog, there are two cases in either of which an indictment for 
dog stealing may be good. The first of these is under section 
18 of the Larceny Act, 1861, which provides for the summary 
punishment of persons guilty of stealing dogs, and further pro- 
vides that whoever, after having been once convicted by justices 
of stealing a dog, again steals a dog, is guilty of a mis- 
demeanour. Even here, however, we see signs of how greatly 
the law despises dogs, for the maximum penalty is eighteen 
months’ imprisonment, while a person convicted of stealing the 
dog’s collar would be liable to penal servitude. The other case 
in whicha person may be indicted for stealing a dog arises from the 
operation of section 17 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, 
which provides that whenever a person is charged before justices 
with any offence (except assault) in respect of which on con- 
viction the court may sentence him to imprisonment for more 
than three months, the person so charged may claim a right to 
be tried by a jury, and thereupon the case is to be treated as 
if the accused were charged with an indictable offence. As the 
sentence for dog stealing on summary conviction may amount to 
six months’ imprisonment, a person who claims a right to be tried by 
jury under this section may be indicted for dog stealing although 
he has not been previously convicted of the offence. The section, 
however, provides further that “before the charge is gone 
into” the accused person must be informed of his right, and 
then he may make his claim to be tried by jury, “ but not 
afterwards.” It is this latter provision which caused the mis- 
carriage of justice in the recent case. The prisoners had elected 
to be tried summarily, and evidence was heard, and the accused 
were remanded. Upon the second day of the hearing, however, 
the magistrate said that the case was so complicated as to be 
only suitable for the decision of a jury, and that unless the 
accused were a to plead guilty, he would send 
the case for trial. They said they would rather be 


accused cannot possibly, under the circumstances, amount to an 


‘election to be tried by jury under the Act, especially as the 


Act gives the right only e the charge is gone into and not 
afterwards. There was clearly a slip on the magistrate’s part, 
and so the accused avoided trial altogether. Ii is submitted, 
however, that magistrates might with advantage be given the 
power, which this magistrate assumed in error, of sending a 
case to be tried by a jury where there is great conflict of 
evidence, and where the accused, if guilty, ought to have severe 
punishment. 





Tue Court of Appeal have reversed the decision of the 

Divisional Court (Day and Lawrance, JJ.) in Muller § Co.'s 

Margarine (Limited) v. Inland Revenue Commissioners, and have 

held goodwill of a business carried on upon premises situate 

abroad to be property ‘‘locally situate out of the United 
Kingdom ” within the meaning of section 59 of the Stamp Act, 

1891, so as to exempt an agreement for sale of it from ad 
valorem duty. The Divisional Court had followed the principle 
applied by the Court of Appeal in Smelting Co. of Australia 
(Tonited) v. Inland Revenue Commissioners (1897, 1 Q. B. 175) to 
the sale of a patent granted abroad. In that case an agreement 
made here for the sale of an estate in New South Wales 
included the benefit of a sole licence granted to the vendors to 
use a patent in the district where the estate was situated, and 

also a half share in the patent. Upon a fair construction of section 
59 it might be thought that a patent so granted and so intended to 
be used had a local situation in Australia, but the Court of Appeal 
held otherwise. Chattels, said Lord Esuzr, M.R., which are 
tangible things, may have a local situation, but ‘‘the property 
here in question cannot be touched, or seen, or placed any- 
where.” It was perhaps natural for the Divisional Court after 
this to apply the same test to goodwill, and to hold that, since 
it was invisible and intangible, it could have no local situation, 
but in the Court of Appeal it has been realized—and no less 
could have been expected—that this is to push the principle too 
far. A patent, though granted and worked abroad, is not 
necessarily attached to premises situate abroad, but with the 
goodwill of a business it is different. Goodwill, indeed, is not 
always attached to icular premises, but in general this is the 
case, and the will is then properly described as being 
situate in the place where the business is carriedon. According 
to the judgment of A. L. Surru, L.J., the goodwill in Mull er § 
Co.’s case was something inherent to the business carried on 
upon the premises in Germany, and it might properly be said to 
be property situate out of the United Kingdom. The agreement 
for sale of the goodwill was therefore exempt from ad valorem 
duty. . 





WHERE DirEcTors return capital to shareholders and the 
shareholders receive it knowing it to be capital, all parties are 
equally concerned in this misapplication of the assets of the 
company, and there is no reason why the ultimate liability should 
fall upon the directors rather than upon the shareholders. 
Hence if, in a winding up of the company, the liquidator 
sues the directors and compels them to restore the capital 
which has been wron y paid away, the directors 
ought to have their remedy over against the shareholders to 
recover from each one the amount which he has received. This 
remedy it has been held in Moxham v. Grant (ante, p. 58) that 
they have. In that case a steamship company recovered on an 
insurance in respect of a steamer which was lost and the 
directors distributed the amount among the shareholders. 
The shareholders knew of the source from which the money 
came and each signed a receipt acknowledging that the 

ayment was a reduction of 10s. per share on the shares 
held by him. It was held by the Court of Appeal that 
the shareholders were constructive trustees of the money 
and were bound to restore it. This follows from the character 
attributed to the assets of a es by Jzssexr, M.R., m 
Russell v. Wakefield Waterworks Co. (L. R. 20 Eq., p. 479). “In 
this court,” he said, “the money of the company is a trust fund, 
because it is applicable only to the special purposes of the com- 





sent for trial than plead guilty. Such a decision by the 


in the hands of the —_ of the company, and it is in that 
au a trust fund applicable by them to those special purposes ; 
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and a person taking it from them with notice that it is being 
applied to other purposes cannot in this court say that he is 
not a constructive trustee.” This is enough to shew that a 
shareholder accepting a return of capital with notice is liable to 
the company as a trustee, and this liability is not extinguished 
because the liquidator chooses to sue the directors by whom the 
payment was made. Moreover, since the shareholder has 
received the money for his own benefit, he is bound to restore 
the whole of his share, and the directors are not restricted to a 
mere right of contribution. The entire repayment is made, 
therefore, as it should be, by the shareholders. 





In REPLY to our request for information as to whether there 
is any practising solicitor who can shew a greater age or longer 
practice than Mr. Gzorcz Hznsman, who was admitted in 1835 
and is in his ninetieth year, a correspondent has kindly 
referred us to two cases of solicitors who are stated in the 
Law List to have been admitted in 1831—namely, Mr. Jonn 
Suaw, of the firm of Messrs. Baileys, Shaw, & Gillett, of 
Berners-street (Hilary term, 1831), and Mr. W. D. H. Ozume, 
of Upper Norwood (Michaelmas term, 1831). As the ages of 
these gentlemen, however, are not yet ascertained, we defer the 
painful duty of deposing Mr. Hznsman from the position of the 
oldest practising solicitor. We shall be glad to know whether 
there is any solicitor now in practice who was admitted before 
1831. 


REGISTRATION OF TITLE ON ENFRANCHISEMENT. 


A CORRESPONDENT in two letters which we have printed recently 
(ante, pp. 58, 73) raises an interesting question as to the opera- 
tion of compulsory registration in a case where it is proposed 
to enfranchise copyhold land which is subject to a legal mort- 
gage. According to the facts stated by our correspondent, 
there has been a conditional surrender by A., the copyholder, 
to B. by way of mortgage to secure £500, and B. is prepared 
to advance the further sum of £50 to cover the cost of enfran- 
chisement upon having the total sum of £550 secured upon the 
enfranchised land. It is proposed to effect this by the 
admittance of B. on his conditional surrender and then by taking 
a conveyance of the freehold to B. subject to redemption by A. 
The land being situate in a district where registration is com- 
pulsory, the question arises whether under this arrangement 
the legal estate will pass to B. without registration. 

The answer appears to depend upon the construction of 
section 20 of the Land Transfer Act. The provision of that 
section is express that ‘‘a person shall not, under amy convey- 
ance on sale executed ( after registration has become compulsory |, 
acquire the legal estate in any freehold land : ess Or 
until he is registered as proprietor of the land.” It is clear, 
and so our correspondent admits, that an enfranchisement deed 
is a conveyance on sale, in the usual meaning of the term, and 
it is equally clear, as he points out, that the section is not 
properly adapted to the{case of a conveyance to a mortgagee, 
since the mortgagee cannot be registered as proprietor. His 
right under section 68 of the Land Transfer Act, 1875, to be 
thus registered is probably only available after his power of 
sale has become exercisable, and it does not affect the present 
question. It is to be observed, however, that section 20 contains 
no saving clause for the case where the person taking under the 
conveyance cannot be registered as proprietor, and on the other 
hand it says distinctly that ‘‘a person shall not’’—or, which is the 
same thing, no person shall—take the legal estate until he is 
registered. If, then, the literal meaning of the words is to 
prevail, it seems that, in a case where the mortgagee allows 
the conveyance to be made to himself, he must take the 
consequence of his inability to be registered as proprietor— 
that is, he will fail to take the legal estate. 

We have observed above that an enfranchisement deed is a 
conveyance on sale, but in order to appreciate the position it 
is necessary to consider the definition of this phrase given in 
section 20 of the Act of 1897. “The expression ‘ conveyance 


on sale,’” it is provided, “means an instrument executed on 
sale by virtue whereof there is conferred or completed a title 
under which an application for registration as first pro- 





rietor of land may be made under the principal 

ct ’—that is, the Act of 1875. Now, the cases in which a 
person may apply for registration as proprietor are enumerated 
in section 5 of the latter Act. They include the cases (1) 
where a person has contracted to buy, for his own benefit, an 
estate in fee simple in land, whether subject or not to 
incumbrances, and (2) where a person is entitled for his own 
benefit at law or in equity to an estate in fee simple in land, 
whether subject or not to incumbrances. Under the 
circumstances above put, A., the copyholder, upon the freehold 
being conveyed to B., the mortgagee, subject to a right of 
redemption in himself, falls within the second of these classes. 
He is a person who, by virtue of the special form of the enfran- 
chisement deed, becomes entitled for his own benefit in equity to 
an estate in fee simple subject to anincumbrance. It follows that 
such an enfranchisement is a conveyance on sale within the 
definition of section 20, and, though the freehold is conveyed to 
the mortgagee, yet it is the guondam copyholder who is entitled 
to be registered as proprietor. 

We arrive, therefore, at the following curious result. Since 
there is a person who, under the enfranchisement deed, can be 
registered as proprietor—namely, the mortgagor—the enfran- 
chisement deed ranks as a conveyance on sale for the purpose of 
section 20. But the mortgagor will not take the legal estate, 
even though he is registered as proprietor, for there is no 
conveyance of the freehold to him ; and the mortgagee, to whom 
the freehold is conveyed, cannot take the legal estate because he 
cannot be registered as proprietor. It would seem, therefore, 
that, if the enfranchisement is carried out in this way, the 
freehold legal estate will remain in the lord of the manor 
whether the mortgagor is registered or not; though, if he is 
registered, the risk arising from the outstanding legal 
estate is practically ni. It would be unsafe, however, 
under the circumstances to omit registration. Our corres- 
pondent in his second letter suggests that the latter part 
of section 20 (1) of the Act of 1897 applies only to a person 
who can be registered as proprietor and who neglects to be so 
registered. But, as we have already observed, the section 
contains no such qualification on the generality of its words. 
When once there is a ‘‘ conveyance onsale,” no person can take 
the legal estate under it unless he is registered as proprietor. 
If he cannot be registered as proprietor, he cannot take the 
legal estate, and the parties must carry out their intentions in 
some other way. It is to be observed that it is not opposed to 
the policy of the Acts thus to deny the legal estate to a mort- 
gagee. When land is once on the register, the possession of 
the legal estate is a matter of little importance. It is the 
register which regulates priorities,and the protection of the 
legal estate against equitable incumbrances is required only as 
regards unregistered equities. 

Our correspondent refers to the case of a conveyance on sale of 
an equity of redemption as being similar to an enfranchisement 
under the above circumstances, and he cites it in support of 
his argument that the legal estate can be got in under the 
enfranchisement without registration. But the analogy appears 
to fail in an important point. Before theenfranchisement the legal 
estate is in the lord of the manor, and itis essential to get it trans- 
ferred from him upon the enfranchisement. But in thecase ofasale 
of an equity of redemption no such transfer of the legal estate at 
the time of the sale is required. It remains in the mortgagee, and 
since the purchaser of the equity of redemption does not expect 
to get the legal estate upon the sale, section 20 does not 
compel him to register. When he subsequently pays off the 
mortgage, and takes a reconveyance, this is not a conveyance 
on sale, and section 20 does not apply. But where the legal 
estate is required to pass at the time of the sale, registration is 
necessary, and the grant of the legal estate must be to the 
person who will be entitled to be registered as‘proprietor. 








On the 7th inet. Mr. Justice Stirling announced that, in consequence of 

the advanced state of business in Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy’s court, that 

learned judge had informed him that he would be in a position to deal 

with cases from this court, and he would accordingly take, for Mr. Justice 

seca such cases as might be found desirable to send to him, either 
6 





from the witness or non-witoess list, without any formal order of transfer 
being made. ~ 
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The Law of Stamp Duties on Deeds and Other Instruments. By 
E. N. ALPE, Barrister-at-Law. Revised and Amplified by ARTHUR 
B. CANE, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Seventh Edition. Jordan & Sons 
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Compiled by ARTHUR PowELL, Barrister-at-Law. The “ Printer’s 
Register” Office. Price 2s, 6d. 





CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE PROBATE REGISTRY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 

Sir,—We have recently lodged papers im the Principal Probate 
Registry, and the authorities have now required our clients to supply 
= with copies of certain deeds referred to in the Inland Revenue 
affidavit. 

When matters are placed in the hands of solicitors, ought not these 
communications to be made direct to them, and not to their clients ? 

Dee. 7. Country SoLicirTors. 





THE LAW ASSOCIATION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I take the liberty to call your attention to the enclosed copy 
of a letter received from a member of a well-known City firm of 
solicitors, in response to an appeal from our chairman of directors, 
recently sent out to all the members of the profession. This appeal 
has already added many new subscribers to our list, and I feel sure 
that it is — necessary for the work of the association to become 
more generally known in the profession for it to receive a still larger 
increase of support, which will enable the directors to give more 
liberal assistance in the many sad cases of distress and want which 
come before them. E. EvEtyn Barron, Secretary. 

55, vanes London, W.C., 

ec. 12. 


The following is the letter referred to by our correspondent :— 


; London, E.C., November 30, 1899. 
Dear Sir,—I enclose a — for £10 10s.—a life membership subscrip- 
tion to your association. Please add my name to the roll. Your chair- 
man’s letter has led me to send this. To be truthful, I was not aware 
until I received it of the existence of your association. I daresay there are 
many other members of the profession in London in a condition of similar 
darkness.— Yours faithfully, J. B. 
The Secretary, Law Association. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


SWAYNE v. COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE. No. 1. 
6th Dec. 


Revenve—Stame Duty—Conveyance on SaLB—AssIGNMENT oF LRASE- 
HOLDS—APPorTIONED Rent—ConsipgraTion—Stamp Act, 1891 (54 & 55 
Vicr. c. 39), s. 57. 


Appeal from the judgment of the Divisional Court (Wills and Bruce, 
JJ.) upon a case stated by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue 
(reported in 47 W. R. 300; 1899, 1 Q. B. 335). By alease of the 16th 
of October, 1893, the premises afterwards known as Nos. 6, 7, and 8, 
Bowden Hill-terrace were demised by Rowell to Mills for 99 years ata 
early rent of £3 16s. 6d., subject to the usual covenants on a building 
ease. By a lease of the 10th of March, 1894, the premises afterwards 
known as Nos. 9 and 10, Bowden Hill-terrace were demised by Rowell 
‘to Mills for a like term, tubject to like covenants, at a yearly rent of 
£2 11s. By an assignment of the 27th of December, 1897, Mills, 
in consideration of £503 paid to him by the respondent, assigned to 
her first Nos. 7 and 8, and secondly Nos. 9 and 10, Lowden Hill- 
terrace, to hold for the unexpired residue of the several terms of 99 years 
granted by the leares subject as to Nos. 7 and 8 “to the ap d 
yearly rent of £2 11s., part of the yearly rent of £3 16s 6d.”’ reserved by 
the earlier lease, and subject as to Nos. 9 and 10 to the ment of the 
yearly rent of £2 11s. reserved by the lease of the 10th of » 1894, and 
in each case to the performance and observance of the lessee’s covenants. 
The assignment contained covenants by the respondent with Mills 
to pay the apportioned rent: of £2 Ile. ash. ake the entire 


pay the apportioned rent of £1 5s. 6d., the residue of the yearly 
rent of 16s. 6d. reserved by earlier lease and also mutual 
covenants as to the performance and observance of the covenants in the 
leases. This assignment was ted to the commissioners for their 
opinion as to the stamp duty with which it was chargeable. They held 
it it was chargeable as a conveyance on sale. They stated that ‘in 
accordance with their practice they did not assess duty upon the capitalized 
value of the yearly rent of £2 11s. payable in respect of Nos. 9 and 10, 
Bowden Hill-terrace. They were of opinion, however, that duty was 
chargeable upon the rent of the same amount payable in respect of Nos. 7 
and 8, and they assessed duty upon the said sum multiplied by twenty 
under section 56 (2) of the Stamp Act, 1891. They also assessed duty — 
the sum of £503, the premium payable under the instrument.’ 6 
uestion was whether the commeniaiinans were right in assessing ad valorem 
uty on the capitalized value of the apportioned rent of £2 lls. In so 
assessing it the commissioners relied on section 57 of the Stamp Act, 1891, 
which enacts that ‘‘ where any property is conveyed to any person in 
consideration, wholly or in part, of any debt due to him, or subject either 
certainly or contingently to the payment or transfer of any money 
or stock, whether being or constituting a charge or incumbrance upon 
the property or not, the debt, money, or stock is to be deemed the whole 
or part, as the case may be, of the considera'ion in respect whereof the 
conveyance is chargeable with ad valorem duty.’’ The Divisional Court 
held that the apportioned rent was not part of the consideration for the 
conveyance, and that therefore the commissioners were wrong in assessing 
duty on the capitalized value thereof. The commissioners appealed. 

Tae Covrr (A. L. Surrn, Cotiis, and Vavecnan Wiis, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., eaid that, as to Nos. 9 and 10, Bowden Hill-terrace, 
the commissioners did not assess any duty in respect of the rent thereof. 
For the reasons given by Bruce, J., in the court below he could see no 
distinction between Nos. 9 and 10 and Nos. 7 and 8. When once it 
was remembered that the liability to pay the rent arose out of and was 
part of the thing demised, he could see no difference between the two 
sets of houses. The principles applicable to both must be the same. 

Cotuins, L.J., entirely ith the reasons given in the court below. 

VavcHan Wiuams, L.J., agreed.—Counsrt, Sir R. B. Finlay, 8.G., 
and Danckwerts ; Vaughan Hawkins. Soutcrrors, Solicitor of Inland Revenue ; 
Bridgman § Willeocks, for Baker, Watts, Alsop, § Woolcombe, Newton Abbot. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


KNIGHTS DEEP (LIM.) vr. COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND REVENUE. 
No.1. 6th Dec. 


Revenve—Srame Dury— Desenturr — Ricut ro Repesw on Payrxe 
Premiun—Sramp Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 39), s. 86; Scnepuze I. 


Appeal from the ing oe of the Divisional Court (Wills and Bruce, JJ.) 
zo a case stated by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue (reported in 47 

-R. 415; 1899, Q. B. 345). Adebenture was presented on behalf of Knights 
Deep (Limited), the ap its, to the Commissioners of Inland Revenue for 
——- as to the stamp duty with which the instrument was ye 
The debenture contained these particulars : Share capital £550,000, divided 
into 550,000 shares of £1 each. Issue of 40,000 debentures of £100 each, 
carrying interest at the rate of £5 10s per cent. per annum. The 
debenture contained a —_— by the Knights Deep (Limited) te pay to 
the Simmer and Jack prietary Mines (Limited), or other the soghieed 
holder for the time being, subject to the conditions endorsed thereon, the 
sum of £100, and to pay interest thereon at the rate of £5 10s. cent. 
perannum. The debenture was one of a series for securing £400,000. By 
clause 8 of the conditions debentures of the nominal value of £26,600 
would be redeemed by the company on the Ist of July, 1902, and on each 
succeeding Ist of July up to and including the Ist of July, 1917, when 
the balance then outstanding would be redeemed. The important clause 
was clause 17, which was as follows: ‘‘The company may at any time 
after the Ist of July, 1900, redeem this debenture at £103 on giving six 
calendar months’ previous notice. . . Upon the expiration of such 
notice the said sum of £103 shall become payable as if the same was the 
amount of the principal moneys hereby secured and shall thereupon cease 
to carry interest. Provided always that the company shall not be at liberty 
to give such notice unless concurrently it shall give due notice 
to redeem in like manner all’ the then outstanding debentures of 
the eaid series.” The appellants were a foreign company, and 
the debenture was made by issued by them in the United Kingdom 
and was capable of being sold in a stock market in the United aq won 


The debenture was c under Schedule I., Division B., of the Stamp 
Act, 1891, as a “‘ marketable security . (B.) being a security not 
transferable by delivery. . . For or in respect of the money thereby 


secured: the same ad valorem duty agcording to the nature of thejsecurity 
as upon a mortgage.’ The commissioners, being of opinion that the 
money secured was the sum of £103, assessed the document as liable to a 
duty of 3s. 9d., being the duty payable on a mortgage of that amount. 
The — contended that the money secured was £100 only, in which 
case duty would be 2s. 6d. The Divisional Court held that the ed 
valorem duty was chargeable upon the full sum of £103, as being the money 
secured by the debenture. @ company appealed. Rowell v. Inland 
Revenue Commissioners, (1897, 2 Q. B. 194) was referred to. 

Tue Covrr (A. L. Surrn, Cotims, and Vaveran Wriuiams, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., said that the debenture on its face was for £100 only. 
By clause 17 of the conditions the company had the option, if they liked, of 
—-S debentures at any time after the Ist of July, 1900, two years 

the time when the debentures would otherwise beoome due. In bis 





rent of £2 1ls., and a covenant by Mills with the respondent to 


opinion the debenture only eecured £100, and not £108, because the company 
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need never, except at their own will and pleasure, give notice to pay off 
the debentures at £103, instead of at £100. In his opinion, Rowell v. 
Inland Revenue Commissioners, which was a different case from the present, 
was rightly decided. There the debenture was a security for the £100 
and the premium of £7 10s. There was here merely a stipulation that if 
the company chose to pay the £3 premium they were to have the privilege 
of Roving off the principal at a certain date. 

LLNS, L.J., agreed. The £3 was a liquidated sum which the company 
undertook to pay if they thought it worth their while to pay off the 
debentures before the due date, and thereby to deprive the debenture- 
holders of their right to receive the interest up to that date. A bond 
could not be said to be a security for a sum of money which was only 
payable at the option of the obligor. 

VavucHan Wiis, L.J., agreed.—CovunseL, Joseph Walton, Q.C., and 
Scrutton ; Sir R. B. Finlay, 8.G., and Danckwerts. Soxtcrrors, Julius ¢ 
Thomas ; Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 


THE EQUITABLE LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY OF THE UNITED 
STATES y. BISHOP. No. 1. 8th Dec. 


Ixtanp Revenve—Income Tax—Lire Insurance Company—PArtTIcIPATING 
Poticy-HOLDERS—RETURN OF Premium By Way or Bonvus—*' ANNUAL 
Prorits orn Gatns’’ — Income Tax Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. c. 34) 
Scuepute D. 


Appeal by the assurance company against the judgment of Darling and 
Channell, JJ. (reported 43 Soxicrrors’ JovurNALt, p. 497), upholding a decision 
of the Income Tax Commissioners, who had made three assessments upon the 
appellants under Schedule D. of the Act 16 & 17 Vict. c. 34, of £80,000 
each, for the years ending the 5th of April, 1895, 1896, and 1897 respec- 
tively. The society was established by charter under the insurance laws 
of the State of New York; it had its principal office in the city of New 
York, but had a branch for Great Britain and Ireland in London. By the 
articles of the charter it was provided (inter alia) that the capital of the 
company should be 100,000 dollars divided into shares of 100 dollars each ; 
that the holders of the capital were to receive a semi-annual dividend of not 
more than 3} per cent., and that the earnings and receipts of the company 
over and above the dividends, losses, and expenses should be accumulated ; 
that the corporate powers of the company should be vested in a board of 
directors to be elected by the shareholders, which board should appoint 
the officers of the company, and determine the rates of premium and the 
terms of insurances ; further, that the insurance business of the company 
should be conducted upon the mutual plan, and that at the expiration of 
every five years a balance should be struck of the affairs of the company, 
exhibiting its assets and liabilities, and also the net surplus ; and that each 
policy -holder should be credited with an equitable share of the said surplus, 
and that such share should be applied to the purchase of an additional 
amount of insurance or an annuity. The policy-holders had no power to 
interfere in the management of the company other than a restricted right to 
vote at the election of a director; and in the prospectus of the company it 
was advertised that ‘‘ no liability attaches to policy-holders.’? The board 
of directors alone by their officers managed the affairs of the company. 
The Inland Revenue Commissioners contended that the company and its 
assets were not tle property of the policy-holders, who had no control, 
power, liability, or right except such as the shareholders by their directors 
chose to give them; that the policy-holders were not members of the 
company, but were third persons who contracted with the company ; that 
the accumulated funds were not the property of the policy-holders, but 
were accumulated profits; that the company could not properly claim to 
be a mutual insurance company merely because there was a division of a 
portion of the profite, and that the net surplus, so far as the same was 
derived from premiums received in the United Kingdom, was a profit or 
gain of the company liable to be assessed to income tax under Schedule D. 
of the Actof 1853. The company cited the case of New York Life Insurance 
Co. v. Styles (14 A. C. 381,38 W. BR. Dig. 89), and submitted that 
premiums paid to the ge og were contributed as an estimated 
amount required to cover the risks for the year, and the necessary 
expenses; and that any surplus or balance that appeared in 
the balance-sheet under this head was not profit or gain liable to 
assesement, but was merely an excess of contribution over expenditure, 
which they contended would be ultimately returned to the contributors. 
The Divisional Court held that the surplus returned or credited to the 
policy-holders was ‘‘ annual profits or gains”’ and was asseseable to income 
tax, and that the case came within the decision in Last v. London Assurance 
Co. (34 W. BR. 233, 10 App. Cas. 438), which case was distinguishable from 
the case of New York Life Insurance Co. v. Styles. From this decision the 
company now appealed. 

Tue Cover (A. L. Surrn, Cottrss, and Vavcnan Witirams, L.JJ.) 
dismiseed the appeal. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., in delivering judgment, said that similar cases to the 
present had twice been before the House of Lords—namely, Last v. 
London Assurance Co., in which case the decision of the noble lords 
was in favour of the Crown, and the case of New York Life Insurance 
Co. ¥. Styles, in which the decision was in favour of the company. 
It was contended on the one hand by the appellants that the present 
case came within the decision in Styles’s case, and, on the other hand, 
it was contended by the Income Tax Commissioners that it came 
within Lasts case. In that case an insurance company issued participatin 

licies, and according to the terms thereof there was a quinquen 
Sivisic on of the grove profits of such policies, two-thirds being returned by way 
of bonus or abatement of premiums to the holders and one-third to the com- 
os hl The House of Lords held that the two-thirds returned to the policy- 

ors were profits or gains liable to income tax. In the present case 


Last’s case, and the sums paid to the participating policy-holders came out 
of the profits and gains made by the company. This case could not be 
distinguished from Lasi’s case. The distinction which the House of 
Lords drew between Last’s case and Styles’s case was this: that in Styles’s 
case there were no shares or shareholders, but only participating policy. 
holders who conducted a mutual insurance system inter se, and who were 
merely partners. The House of Lords there held that the surplus of 
premiums over expenditure which was returned to the policy-holders was 
not profit or oan Wale to be assessed to income tax. The present case 
did not come within Styles’s case, but most clearly did come within and was 
governed by Last’s case. 

Cottrs and Vaveuan Wits, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect. Appeal dismissed with costs.—OovnszL, Sir R. Reid, Q.C., Foote, 
Q.C., and C. H. Neish ; Cripps, Q.C., and Danckwerts. Soxicrrors, Neish, 
Howell, § Macfarlane ; Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 

[Reported by E. G. Sr1tuwE tt, Barrister-at-Law. | 


GRANT v. THE GOLD EXPLORATION AND DEVELOPMENT SYNDICATE 
(LIM.). No.1. 13th Dec. 


Contract—AGREEMENT BY VENDOR TO Pay Commission TO UNDISCLOSED 
PurcHaser’s AGENT—AcTION oN ConTRACT BY VENDOR—CLAIM BY 
PuRCHASER TO SET OFF AGENT’s OoMMISSION. 


This was an appeal by the defendants from a decision of Bigham, J., 
who had directed judgment to be entered for the plaintiff on the claim and 
the counterclaim. The action was brought to recover a balance due to 
the plaintiff in respect of the sale of a gold mine made by him to the 
defendants. The defence consisted of a counterclaim for £500, being the 
alleged commission which the plaintiff had promised to pay to one Govan, 
a director of the defendant syndicate. The only question in the case was 
whether the defendants were entitled to succeed on the counterclaim, At 
the conclusion of the argument judgment was reserved. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., in the course of his judgment, said this appeal raised 
the question as to the position ofa vendor of property who paid a secret 
commission to a person whom he knew to be the agent of the vendee. By 
an agreement dated the 8th of January, 1897, the plaintiff sold his gold 
mine to the defendant syndicate, and he sued them upon a promissory 
note for £5,000, given to him by them in part payment of the purchase- 
money. The defendants admitted their liability, but said they were 
entitled to set off £500, which they had discovered was included in the 
purchase price, which sum the plaintiff had, unknown to them at the time 
of the agreement, arranged to pay to their agent. The learned judge 
below had found that the plaintiff had acted in perfect good faith and 
honestly, and that the defendants, when they agreed to the price, 
did not know about this commission. But he held that their conduct, 
after they discovered it, precluded their claiming the enhanced value of 
the property back from the purchaser by way of counterclaim or ret 
off. He (the learned lord justice) thought the question was whether the 
defendants had made out their case, that they had been injured 
to the amount of £500 by the concealed commission agreed to be paid 
to their agent. The case of Mayor of Salford v. Lever (1 Q. B. D. 169) was 
a clear authority that where an agent who had been bribed to do so 
induced his principal to enter into a contract with a person who had 
paid the bribe, and the contract was disadvantageous to the principal, 
the principal had two distinct and cumulative remedies—he might 
recover from the agent the amount of the bribe which he had received, 
and he might also recover from the — and the person who had paid 
the bribe jointly or severally damages for any loss which he had sustained 
by reason of entering into the contract, and it was immaterial whether 
the principal sued the agent or third person first. In his opinion the 
syndicate had a good counterclaim against the plaintiff to recover the 
£500, and therefore judgment would be entered for the defendants upon 
their counterclaim, with costs of action here and below. 

Corus and Vaucnan Wiuiams, L.JJ., read judgments to the like 
effect, and the appeal was therefore allowed, with costs.—CounseL, Rufus 
Isaacs, Q.0, ph T. Willes Chitty; Duke, Q.0., and Kerly. Soxicrrors, 
Snell, Sons, & Greenip ; Cutler, Allingham, § Co. 

[Reported by Easxixe Rein, Barrister-at-Law. |} 


Re BIRKS, KENYON v. BIRKS. No.2. 6th and 8th Dec. 


Wr1—Constrrvuction—‘ Issuz,’”” Meantrnac or—Onitpren ONLY OR 
DescenpaNts GENERALLY—Sgverat Oruer Ciauses 1n Same WIL Con- 
TaIntInG Context SHEWING THAT IN TxHose Ciauses Issuz Meant 
CuitpreN—No Context in CLAUSE IN QUESTION. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J., who had held that 
the word “‘issue’’ in a certain pass in the testator’s will meant 
descendants generally, and could not treated as limited by other 
passages in the same will to the sense of children only. By his will dated 
the 9th of July, 1895, a testator named Birks, who died on the 17th of 
June, 1897, gave certain gifts to the ‘‘issue’’ of legatees who should 
die in his lifetime. The first, second, third» fourth, fifth, and 
twelfth of those gifts were (with immaterial verbal difference) in this 
form: ‘If any of” the legatees “shall die in my lifetime leaving lawful 
issue such issue shall have and be entitled to his, her, or their deceased 

t or parents’ share.’ The sixth, eighth, ninth, and tenth gifts were 
ferith like differences) as follows: ‘If any of them shall die in my life- 
time leaving lawful issue such issue shall have and be entitled to the 
legacy to which his, her, or their deceased ent or parents would have 
been entitled yienp es my decease.’’ The seventh gift was this: ‘ If”’ 
the legatee “ die in my lifetime leaving lawful issue, such issue shall 


have and be entitled to the said legacy in equal shares if more than one, 
and if only one the whole to such ohe child.’ The tenth gift ran 





the appellants were a company with directors and shareholders just as in 


that in the event of the death of the said 
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last-meutioned legatees or any of them in my lifetime leavi 
lawful issue, then I direct that the legacy or legacies intended | 
for him, her, or them so dying shall not lapse, but such issue shall 
have and be entitled to the legacy to which his, her, or their deceased | 
nt or parents would have been entitled if living at my decease.”” In 
the eleventh gift alone—that upon which the controversy in this case arose | 
—there was no immediate context by which the word ‘‘issue’’ could be | 
interpreted. It was this: ‘‘I bequeath to my cousin, John Birks Pigott, | 
the legacy or sum of £5,000, but in the event of his death in my lifetime | 
leaving lawful issue I direct that the said legacy shall not lapse, but such 
issue shall have and be entitled thereto in equal shares and proportions.”’ , 
John Birks Pigott was dead before the date of the will, though it did not 
appear that the testator knew this. He had left nine children, of 
whom three survived the testator, while four had died before the 
date of the will leaving children who survived the testator. Between 
his children and his grandchildren this controversy as to the meaning of 
the word ‘‘issue’’ arose. The plaintiffs, who were the executors and 
trustees of the testator’s will, took out a summons to determine (amongst | 
other things) who were entitled to the sum of £5,000 so bequeathed to | 
John Birks Pigott. Kekewich, J., decided that the word issue had in the 
eleventh gift its proper legal meaning of descendants, and that all descend- 
ants of any degree of the legatee were entitled to share. A son of John 


Birks Pigott appealed. 
Tue Court (Lrvpiey, M.R., Jeune, P., and Romer, L.J.) allowed the , 
! 


a , 

_ M.R., said: I do not think we need hear any reply in this case. 
All of us have had an opportunity of studying the will and of hearin 
arguments upon it, and although it is quite true that, among lawyers at all 
events, issue means descendants generally, yet, after all, one must not 
allow oneself to be misled by that. We must not start with such proposi- 
tions as that issue primé facie means descendants generally. The question 
we have to consider is whether this testator has shewn in what sense he | 
uses the word issue. Now, that word is said to have a flexible meaning: ' 
it may mean children, or it may mean descendants of any degree. The 
question for us to consider is in what sense this particular testator has 
used that word in this will. He has used it so often that one cannot help 
seeing in what sense he has used it; and wherever you can see what was 
his meaning—which you can about nineteen times out of twenty—you see 
that he means by issue simply children. If you find that—if you find 
that wherever it is clear what the testator means he means children, and 
that then there comes a clause in which there is no light thrown upon 
the meaning of the word issue, what is the natural inference? It is nota 
canon of construction, but it seems to me to be good sense. It is not law, 
it is a reasonable principle of construction. Now, to shew that the testator 
does mean by issue children and nothing else, you have only to look 
through the clauses which were brought to our attention by Mr. 
Warrington. Of those clauses one class shews what he means by 
reference to ‘* deceased parent or parents’’ of the issue. The other class 
is where the phraseology is too plain for any dispute ; for instance, one of 
those gifts directs that if the legatee shall die in the testator’s lifetime 
leaving lawful issue, ‘‘ such issue shall have and be entitled to the said 
legacy in equal shares if more than one, and if only one the whole to such 
one child.’’ You cannot mistake the meaning of those words. And, in 
general, wherever it is plain what the testator meant by issue, in every 
possible case where there is any guidance at all, you see clearly that he 
means by issue children only, and not all descendants. When 
there is one clause in which the word ‘“issue’’ occurs, and in 
which there is no explanatory context, what is the natural in- 
ference as to the meaning of issue in that clause? I say the 
answer is plam. I do not ask for any canon of construction on the 
subject. It is a matter of common sense. Is there any established 
canon of construction against the interpretation which I prefer? I think, 
therefore, that the learned judge, starting with the proposition that in 
this clause of this will issue must be presumed to mean descendants 
generally, has gone wrong. The appeal must be allowed. 

June, P., and Romer, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.— 
Counset, Warrington, Q.C., and John Dixon; Samuel Dickinson; P. 0. 
Lawrence, Q.0., and J. G. Wood. Soxsctrors, Andrew, Wood, ¢ Purves, for 
Newman § Bond, Barnsley; A. W. W. Holt; Charles Capron, for Kenyon § 


Son, Thorne. 
{Reported by R. C. Macxenzir, Burrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


THE STAMFORD, SPALDING, AND BOSTON BANKING CO. v. KNIGHT. 
North, J. 8th Dec. 


Venpork AND Purcnasrern—Anstract or TitTte—ARSTRACT 
Rxgorrep Dsep. 


Summons. A purchaser, Thomas Knight, entered into a contract on the 
16th of May, 1899, for the purchase of two leasehold villas known as 
“‘ Burgoyne’? and “ East Dean,” held fora term of 99 years from the 24th 
of June, 1889, under two indentures of lease, each dated the 8th of May, 
1890. The solicitors for the vendors, the Stamford, Spalding, and Boston 
Banking Co., delivered an abstract of title from which it appeared that by 
two indentures of sssignment, each made on the 26th of November, 1890, the 
leasehold premises were respectively assigned to G. J. Phillipsand J. Pugh 
for all the unexpired terms of years granted by the leases of May, 
1890. The abstract of title comprised an indenture dated the 17th of 
November, 1891, made between A. O. Palmer, the trustee in bankruptcy 
of the said John Pugh of the one part, and the present vendors of the 
other part, whereby A. OC. Palmer as trustee assigned to the vendors the 


IN CHIEF oF 


said leasehold villas for the residue of the term. The abstract of this 
indenture of the 17th November, 1891, contained a recital in the words 
following, ‘‘and reciting that by an indenture bearing date the 
2nd of mber, 1890, and made between G. J. ps of the 
one part, and J. Pugh of the other part, the said G. J. P. 
- a all the estate and — of the = G. R. | 3 
rope! pertain’ to the ership ly subsisting 
between him — the said J. P. of which the said leasehold hereditaments 
formed , whether freehold, —— or leasehold. To hold the same 
unto and to the use of the said J. P. in fee simple or otherwise 
to the respective estates or tenure applicable to the said perties 
thereby assured.”” No abstract in chief of the indenture of the 2nd of 
December, 1890, was contained in the abstract of title or was ever 
furnished to the purchaser. The purchaser claimed that he was entitled 
to a proper abstract of the vendor’s title to the subject-matter of the 
contract, and in particular of the indenture alleged to bear date the 2nd of 
December, 1890 Counsel for the vendors relied upon Re Bbsworth and Tidy’s 
Contract (37 W. R. 657, 42 Ch. D. 23). 

Norra, J., held that the objection to the abstract of title provided by 
the vendors was well founded. The recital in the abstract of the indenture of 
the 17th of November, 1891, was not a sufficient compliance with the 
obligation imposed on the vendor by the contract of sale. There appeared 


' to be no title to the portion of the property which een | belonged to 


In Re Ebsworth and Tidy’s Contract a 


G. J. Phillips. “ ection 


| was held to be technically correct, but there was no substance init. In 
the present case there was substance in the objection, and the deed ought 


to have been abstracted in chief and verified in the usual way. The 
vendor was bound to furnish the abstract.—CounsrL, R. Wright Taylor ; 
J. M. Gover. Soricrrors, W. Sanders Fiske; Smith, Fawdon, ¢ Low, for 
Becke § Green, Northampton. 

(Reported by J. H. Davies, Barrister-at-Law.] 


THOMAS HUBBUCK & SON (LIM.) ». WILLIAM BROWN, SONS, & CO. 
Kekewich, J. 7th Dec. 


Trapg-Mark—Imrroper Use or THE Worps “ Trapr-Mark ’’—MIsREPRR- 
SENTATION—Partents, Destcns, AND Trapg-Marxs Act, 1883 (46 & 47 
Vicr. c. 57), s. 105. 

In this case, which was an action for infringement of trade-mark and 
passing off, 

Kexewicu, J., after giving judgment upon the facts of the case, referred 
to his decision in Lewis v. Goodbody in the following terms: I desire to 
take the opportunity of making one remark on my own decision in Lewis 
v. Goodbody (67 L. J. 194, 41 W. R. Dig. 250). It had occurred to me 
before the argument of the case in hand to doubt whether my statement 
respecting the use of the words “‘ trade-mark ’’ was not too general ; and 
reflection for the p es of this case has converted that doubt into 
certainty. I cannot recall the facts ae say whether the explana- 
tion s sted by Stirling, J., in Sen Sen Co. v. Britten (47 W. B. 358 ; 
1899, 1 ch. 696) is correct, but, be that as it may, I adopt his view of the 
law.—CounseL, Renshaw, Q.C., and Willis Bund ; Warrington, Q.C., and 
Ward Coldridge. Soxtcrrors, Fullilove $ Co. ; W. R. Francis. 

[ Reported by C. C. Hewsiey, Barrister-at-Law. | 


TITCHMARSH v. ROYSTON WATER CO. (LIM.) Kekewich, J. 
let and 12th Dec. 


EaskeMENT—WaAy or Necesstry—Impiiep Grant. 


By an agreement in writing dated the 5th of June, 1896, the 
directors of the defendant company entered into a contract with Lord 
Hampden for the sale to them of a plot of land measuring in 
extent about six acres, and forming B aay of the Flint Hall Farm, the 

roperty of Lord Hampden. By another t, dated the 27th of 
Sernsien 1897, the Flint Hall Farm was let to the plaintiff by Lord 
Hampden upon a yearly tenancy at an annual rent of £252 lls. 6d. The 
plaintiff had notice at the time of this latter agreement of the previous 
agreement of the 5th of June, 1896, and it was agreed between him and 
Lord Hampden that, on the execution by the latter of the conveyance to 
the defendant pany of the aforesaid six acres, the plaintiff's rent 
should be reduced by £6. The said conveyance was ultimately executed 
on the 25th of June, 1898. It appeared from the affidavits read on the 
hearing of the motion that the plot of land then conveyed to the 
defendant company was bounded on three sides by other land of Lord 
Hampden, and on the fourth side by the public way, which latter, 
however, ran at this free through a cutting in the chalk twenty feet deep, 

extremely 


and with perpendic sides, so as to be difficult of access from 
the plot in question. There was, however, an existing road rewon | 


over an unsold portion of the Flint Hall Farm, by which the defendan 
company would be enabled to get to the six acres they had 

The defendant com having claimed a right of way over this 
latter road, and having open the lock on a fastened 
by the plaintiff, the plaintiff now sought to restrain them by injunction 
from trespassing on the land in his ion. It was agreed between 
the ies to treat the motion as the of the action. On behalf 
of the defendant company it was contended (1) that to the 
agreement for sale of the 5th of June, 1896, the road in dispute was of the 
nature of an ap t and continuous easement, and that a right to use it 


accordingly passed to them under the 6th section of the Conve; yy 
1881 (Bayley v. Great Western Railway, 26 Ch. D. 434); (2) that a t 
way over this road was an easement of necessity, must be 
taken to have passed by an implied bts Se Ohatet oouee 
and the conveyance of Wth of 


the agreement of the 5th of June, 1 


June, 1898; Brown v. Alabaster (36 W. R. 155, 37 Ch. D. 490). On behalf 



















2 a ence A 


nes Kale 


Nese Hine tacks 







































102 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Dec. 16, 1899. 








of the plaintiff it was contended that to imply the grant of a right of way 
over the ground as of necessity, it was incumbent on the purchaser to shew, 
not merely that the plot in question was land-locked, but that it was land- 
locked entirely by other land of the vendor. 


Ksxewicu, J.—It is difficult to say that this way was either obvious or 
apparent. There was no enjoyment of it with this particular piece of land, 
and the absence of actual access to it seems to take the case out of the 
doctrine for which Bayley v. Great Western Railway (supra) was cited, and 
which was established by Kay v. Oxley (L. R. 10 Q. B. 360) and Watts v. 
Kelson (19 W. R. 833, L. R. 6 Oh. 166). Precisely the same access is 
claimed by the plaintiff as a way of necessity. Now I venture to 
doubt the soundness of Kay, J.’s dictum in Brown vy. Alabaster (36 W. R. 
155, 37 Ch. D. 490, at p. 500), to the effect that a claim toa right of way 
on a particular road, without any right of election at all on the part of the 
grantor, would of itself be enough to shew that that way was not a way of 
necessity. It may hold good in a large oy f of instances, but if there 
be only one possible mode of access, it would, I think, be going too far to 
say that this alone excludes a way of necessity when the other circum- 
stances of the case are strong to establish it. The peculiar circumstances here 
are that the land in question is not blocked on all sides, though it is blocked 
on three sides, by land of the vendor. Isthe doctrine which calls into existence 
a way of necessity applicable here? Many statements of the doctrine are to be 
found in books, but none better than that in Williams Saunders, I., 570, 
in a note to Pomfret v. Ricroft. That statement, by the use of the words 
**surrounded with his own land,’’ excludes such a case as this, nor 
is there any authority for extending the doctrine to such a case. In 
Gale on Easements (5th ed.), p. 133, the doctrine is stated in almost 
precisely the same language, with this addition: ‘‘So, too, if the 
close be not entirely inclosed by my land, but partly by the land of 
strangers, for he cannot go on the land of strangers. Quere.’’ For this 
reference is made to Rolle’s Abridgment and Viner’s Abridgment. I have 
referred to these volumes and have ascertained that the quotation is 
accurate, even down to the ‘‘quzre,’’ but I have not come across any 
comment on either statement or “‘quere.’’ It seems to me that the 
statement is inconsistent with the doctrine as above explained. No such 
excreecence is justified by the old and often-quoted case of Clark v. Cogge, 
in Cro. Jac., p. 170, where the extension of the doctrine to a reservation 
in favour of the vendor as against the purchaser is established. If the 
parties are content to treat this as the trial, I will make a declaration 
according to the above judgment, with or without an injunction, as may be 

convenient.—CounseL, Warrington, Q.C., and Methold ; R. J. Parker 
Soxrcrtors, 4. Jonas, for Wortham, Nash, & Co. ; Buxton, Ashton, § Co. 


[Reported by J. E. Morzis, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


THE LUDINGTON CIGARETTE MACHINE CO. ». THE BARON 
CIGARETTE MACHINE CO. Kekewich, J. 2nd Dec. 


Practice—Patent Action—Petition ror Revocation or PatTent— 
Disctarwer—TerMs oN wich Leave To AMEND BY DISCLAIMER 
Grantep—Form or OrpEr—Costs—PatTents, AND TRapE-Marks Act, 
1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57.), ss. 


His lordship in this case especially directed his attention to framing 
such a form of order, giving the applicants liberty on terms to apply for 
leave to amend their specification by disclaimer, as might crystallize the 
practice and avoid the necessity of similar applications being made to the 
court in future. The action was brought by the plaintiffs against the 
defendants for an injunction and damages in repect of infringement of 
the plaintiffs’ letters patent, No. 9,858, of 1892. The letters patent in 
—- were granted for ‘‘ improvements in cigarette machines,’’ and 

plaintiffs’ original specification contained upwards of twenty claims 
with reference to the inventions therein contained. The action was on the 
5th of A , 1899, set down for trial, and on the 22nd of September, 1899, 
the it company, having previously obtained the leave of the court, 
presented a petition for the revocation of the plaintiff's patent, and the 
court subsequently ordered that the action and petition should come on for 
together. On the 9th of November, 1899, the plaintiffs took out 
the t summons, asking the court to give them liberty to apply to 
the Patent Office for leave to disclaim certain portions of the patent. The 
disclaimer the plaintiffs wished to make was a disclaimer of all the claims 


i 


in their original specification except two. The questioh for decision by 
the court was, broadly speaking, what terms should be imposed upon the 
plaintiffs in granting them leave to apply for leave todisclaim. On behalf 


of the plaintiffs it was asked that the costs should be reserved, as was 
done in Re Gaulard and Gibbs’ Patent (35 W. R 301, 34 Ch. D. 396); 
r that as the practice was still unsettled, the order in Haslam Foundry and 
Engineering Co. v. Goodfellow (36 W. R. 591, 37 Ch. D. 118), might be adopted 
here (see 36 W. R., at p. 592). If the defendants submitted, they should 
have all their costs up to the present date, but that if the action went on they 
should se all their costs, except such costs as could be utilized for the action. 
The ts contended that the order should follow that imposed by the 
House of Lords in Deeley v. Parkes (1896, A. © 496, 45 W. R. Big. 108, 13 
R. P. C., at p. 590). In that case, as in the present one, there was not only 
action for infringement but also a petition for revocation, and the court 
had therefore a tighter hold on the plaintiffs than if there was an action for 
t only, because it could say to them, ‘‘ If you fail to get leave to 

your patent is, on your own shewing, bad, and must revoked, 

and, therefore, we impose stiffer terms upon you than we should in a case 
where there was an action for infringement only and where the plaintiff, if 
he wished it, could discontinue under section 18 of the Patents, &., 
Act, 1883, and amend without leave.” The order made in that 
case was to the following effect: ‘Ordered that the patent be 
unless within three months or such further time as the court 
allow the patentee obtain leave to amend his specification by 


of 





amending the first claim. The ."Te to pay the costs of the appeal 
to this House. Further ordered, that if the specification be amended no 
action shall be brought for infringement of the patent in respect of any 
guns or parts of guns made prior to the 19th day of July, 1896,” 
and the defendants asked that a similar order, so far as applicable 
might be made in the present case, and the plaintiffs be put on terms not 
to bring or maintain any action in respect of alleged infringements prior 
to the date on which leave to apply for leave to disclaim should be granted. 
The plaintiffs, in reply, contended that Deeley v. Parkes was a peculiar case, 
and laa Herschell, in his judgment, expressly stated that it was ‘‘ under 
the peculiar circumstances” of that case that it should be ordered “that 
if the specification be amended no action shall be brought for infringe- 
ment cf the patent in respect of any guns or parts of guns made prior to 
the date ’’ when the hearing was concluded. Deeley v. Parkes had never 
been considered as settling the practice. It any that application to 
disclaim takes three months, as the Comptroller has to advertise in case 
other parties intend to oppose. 


Kexewicn, J., said: I do not understand the Act to limit the discretion 
of the court ; it imposes certain terms, but if the Legislature had intended 
you should not go beyond those terms it would not have given the court 

wer to do anything else. It seems to me that a patentee asking for 
nave to amend his specification by way of disclaimer admits that his 
patent, as it stands, is bad; and I think it ie only fair in giving 
him the indulgence he asks for and the means of putting his specification 
right, that he should be put upon terms not to bring or maintain any 
actions on the footing of the bad specification up to the present date. That 
seems to me to be quite fair. If this order of the House of Lords in Deeley 
Parkes is not applicable to a case like the present, the patentee can challengs 
wy decision elsewhere. Iam glad to have the precedent, and I am glad 
to take the opportunity of adopting it. Now, as regards the costs, I pro- 
pose to follow the words of the order made by Kay, J., in Haslam 
Co. v. Goodfellow. I do not think there is any occasion at this 
stage of the action to have an independent taxation, making 
the costs costs in any event and liberty to apply if the action 
does not go on. Let us go back and see if I can get the order right. 
‘Leave to the plaintiffs in the action (respondents in the petition) 
to apply for leave to amend their specification by way of disclaimer, leave 
to the petitioners (defendants in the action) after disclaimer to amend their 
petition, leave to the plaintiffs to amend their statement of claim and 

iculars of breaches after disclaimer, and to the defendants to amend 
their defence and particulars of objection after disclaimer, plaintiffs not to 
issue any threats until after disclaimer. If the specification be amended 
no action to be brought or maintained for infringement of the patent in 
respect of any machines or parts of machines made prior to this date 
(the 2nd of December). The costs of both these applications and costs of the 
petition to date of the dieclaimer, and also the costs of the action, so far 
as they may not be utilized for the purposes of the trial after leave to 
amend, to be the defendants’ costs in any event. Then liberty to apply if 
leave to disclaim not obtained before the lst of April, 1900. CovunszL, 
Bousfield, QC., Lewis Edmunds, Q.C., and Graham ; Thomas Terrell, Q.O., 
and A. J. Walter. Soxicrrors, Wilson, Bristows, § Carpmael; Beyfus § 
Beyfus. 

va [Reported by C. C. Hensiey, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


In the Matter of THE ELECTION OF A COUNCILLOR FOR ST. 
MATTHEW’S WARD OF THE BOROUGH OF CAMBRIDGE. Ex parte 
GEORGE PLUME HAWKINS AND HENRY SAUNDERS FRENCH. 
Div. Court. 8th Dec. 


Exection or Councitton— Warp witn Two Pottme Srations— OnE 
Commitree Room wit CLerk AND MeEssENGER ONLY ALLOWED—APPLI- 
CATION FOR Retrer —Municrpat Exscrions (Corrupt anp ILLEGAL 
Practices) Act, 1884, s. 20. 


Application on behalf of Mr. G. P. Hawkins, a candidate at the 
election of a councillor for St. Matthew’s Ward of the Borough of 
Cambridge, held on the Ist of November, and on behalf of Mr. 
H. 8. French, his election nt, for relief from penalties which they 
had rendered themselves liable to under the following circumstances: 
The applicant had paid for the hire of two committee rooms, two 
clerks, and two messengers, whereas under the Act payment could only 
be legally made for one committee room, one clerk, and one messenger. 
Mr. wkins left the conduct of the election in the hands of Mr. 
H. 8. French, his solicitor, who acted as agent for him, and who had 
had very considerable experience in a similar capacity at Parliamentary 
elections. Before the election the mayor of the borough issued notices 
that there would be two polling places in the ward. In consequence of 
this notice, and from his experience in Parliamentary elections, Mr. 
French was under the impression that a candidate was entitled to have 
one committee room, with a clerk and messenger for each of the polling 
stations in his ward, whereas Mr. Hawkins was only entitled to have one 
committee room and one clerk and messenger. e offence was first 
brought to the applicants’ notice by a statement to that effect in a local 
newspaper, and they at once took steps to make this application. There 
was no question about the legality of the expenses thus incurred on the 
ground of amount, as the costs of the election, which had been paid, were 
well on the right side, nor was there a suggestion that the offence had 
been committed save from mere inadvertence. [Danrutno, J.—Is anyone 
suing for the pesalty?] The sat notice had been given, but there 
was no opposition to the application. 
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Tae Court (Darune and Cxannett, JJ.) granted the relief asked for.— 
Counset, H. S. Day. Soxscrrors, Sole, Turner, § Knight, for Papworth ¢ 
French, Cambridge. 

| Reported by Ensxivz Rem, Barrister-at-Law. | 


DAVIES v. JENKINS (HOWIE, Claimant). Div. Court. 9th Dec. 


But or Sare—Formatitres—Occuration or Grantor Omirrep—Con- 
SIDERATION ALLEGED TO BE ImPROFERLY STaTED—INSUFFICIENT SPECIFIC 
DescRIPTION OF CERTAIN CHATTELS IN ScHEDULE, TO Wir, ‘‘ Two Horsgs 
anp Four Cows ’’—Brits or Saxe Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. c. 31), s. 10 (2) 
—Brits or Sate Act, 1878, AmenpmEnt Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 43), 
8. 4 


In this case the plaintiff, a judgment creditor of Mrs. Jenkins, appealed 
from the decision of the county court judge of Glamorganshire 
deciding that a bill of sale held by the claimant Howie on Mrs. Jenkins’ 
farm stock was valid as against the plaintiff’s judgment. In support of 
the appeal counsel submitted that the bill of sale was void, for it was not 
in accordance with the form prescribed in the statute: first, because the 
grantor was insufficiently described ; secondly, the consideration was not 
truly stated ; and thirdly, the chattels were not sufficiently identified. Mre. 
Jenkins was described merely as ‘‘ Sarah Jenkins, of Ynysgwas Farm, in the 
county of Glamorganshire, married woman,”’ whereas she had been carrying 
on business for herself as a farmer for some years, her husband having gone 
to America—but it was not agreed that she was living ‘‘ separate and 
apart from’’ her husband in the legal rense of that expression—and 
therefore it was said she should have been described as a farmer in 
order that creditors might be able to identify her. The consideration 
appeared on the face of the bill of sale to be ‘‘ £90 then due and 
owing,’’ whereas the evidence shewed that £40 had been advanced by 
the plaintiff by instalments previously, and £50 on the date of the bill. 
Then the schedule (inter alia) included “two horses and four cows”’ 
on the farm, and Carpenter v. Deen (23 Q. B. D. 566) and Hickley v. 
Greenwood (25 Q. B. D. 277) were cited to shew that this description had 
been held insufficient. For the respondent, counsel contended that the 
description of the grantor was sufficient to satisfy the statute. She was 
described as Sarah Jenkins, ‘‘ of’? Ynysgwas Farm—that amounted 
to describing Mrs. Jenkins as the occupier of the farm—i.e., as the 
farmer, and sufficiently identified her. If the consideration had 
not been ‘‘ truly stated’ the inaccuracy was not enough to invali- 
date the bill) On the point that the horses and cows should have 
been more specifically described, the onus was on the plaintiff to 
shew that the stock could not be identified. If the description was 
‘illusory ’’ the bill of sale was bad, but the test, if any rule could be laid 
down, was whether the description in the schedule would reasonably 
answer the description required for the sale of the stock by public auction. 
The plaintiff had failed to shew the description was insufficient, for the 
county court judge had found as a fact that there were only two horses 
and four cows on the farm. [Daruinc, J.—It has been held that horses 
must always be specifically described: see Lord Lopes’ judgment in 
Carpenter v. Deen (23 Q. B. D., at p. 577). There aebar be tare horses and 
four cows on the farm when the.stock was seized, none of which were 
there when the bill of sale was executed. Therefore the mere ‘‘number’”’ 
of the stock does not identify the animals covered by the bill of sale. ] 
[CuanngLL, J.—It has been held that ‘‘ six dining-room chairs ’’ is a suffi- 
cient specific description, and so with other furniture and household effects, 
the reason being, I suppose, that household furniture is not so often sold 
or exchanged as farm stock. } 

Darina, J., held that the bill of sale was certainly bad so far as the 
description of the horses and cows went, and these must be struck out of 
the schedule. He thought the point raised as to the ‘‘ occupation ”’ 
description of the grantor should decided in favour of the validity of 
the document,-but he entertained considerable doubt if the consideration 
~4 been truly stated. On the first ground the appeal would be allowed 
with costs. 

CHANNELL, J., said that as to the identification of the horses and cows 
he was bound to follow Carpenter v. Deen. As to the “‘ occupation ”’ point 
he saw no reason to disagree with the view already expressed by his 
learned brother, although he felt by no means sure that the decision would 
be affirmed on appeal. As to the other point, whether the consideration 
was correctly stated, be thought that also was a question open to con- 
siderable doubt. He agreed that the appeal should be allowed, 
with costs, leave to appeal being ted to the claimant on 
the two latter points only, if it should turn out that the amount 
realized by the sale of the horses and cows was insufficient to 
satisfy his claim without requiring to realize the other property 
in the schedule.—Counse, Montague Lush and Mallinson; S. T. 
Evans. Sowscrrors, Richard White, for Ivor Evans, Swansea; Helder, 
Roberts, § Walton, for R. P. Morgan § David, Neath. 


{Reported by Exsxixe Rein, Barrister-at-Law.1 


DUCKHAM v. GIBBS. Div. Court. 7th Dec. 


Surerine — Docks — Dockmaster, Dury or — Requisirion To REMovE 
Vasset—Opstruction—West Inpta Dock Acr (1 & 2 Wit. 4, c. Lm), 
8. 101. 


This was a case stated by a metropolitan police magistrate upon an 
information laid against the respondent for unlawfully placing a e 
or permitting the same to remain in the River Thames within 200 aoe 
of the old entrance of the East India Docks, and refusing to remove such 
pa a from within such distance on being thereunto required by the 
dockmaster contrary to section 101 of the West India Dock Act. The 
section referred to enacts that ‘‘ every master or other person having 
charge of or command of any ship, lighter, barge, or boat, or 


other vessel of any description whatsoever, who shall place, 
it, or suffer the same to remain in the River Thames within 
goo yards of any of the entrances to the said docks, basins, 
ocks, or cuts . . . unless for the purpose of coming in or going 
out of the same”’ shall incur a penalty, “every master or other person 
having the charge or command of any ship, &c. . . . so placed within 
such distance as aforesaid (whether for the name aforesaid or not), who 
shall not immediately remove such ship, &c. . . . from within such 
distance on being thereunto uired by the dockmaster,’’ shall incur a 
penalty “‘ for every hour that such obstruction shall remain after such requi- 
sition. . . .” On the 8th of May, 1899, the respondent in charge of a 
barge called The Sapphire came to the East India dock entrance for the 
purpose of going into the dock. The ebb-tide had then two hours to ran, 
and according to the usual —— dock gates would not be opened until 
the tide had a flowing from two to three hours. Therespondent made 
his barge fast to the pier-head within 200 yards of the entrance to the 
dock and refused to go when the lockman on duty required him to do so. 
The lockman then served him with a notice requiring him to remove 
the barge. The respondent still refused to remove the barge. The notice 
was one of several notices signed by the dockmaster in blank and given to 
the lockman to be served upon barge-owners. The lockman had general 
instructions to prevent persons from mooring their barges to the pier-head, 
but he had no specifie instructions with — to the respondent. The 
magistrate dismissed the information holding that special instructions 
must be given by the dockmaster in each case. He also held that it was 
not necessary to prove that the vessel caused an obstruction. It was 
contended by the appellant that the notice served by the lockman was a 
sufficient requisition to satisfy the statute. It was contended by the 
respondent that no offence was committed because the notice was not 
sufficient and, further, that as there was no navigation of vessels through 
the dock entrance at the time there was no obstruction and therefore no 
offence on that ground also. 

Tue Covrt (Daric and CHanneLt, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Daruine, J., said that there was nothing in the section which shewed 
that the requisition must be made by the dockmaster personally. The 
notice was therefore good. He did not think that it was necessary to 
prove that the vessel was an obstruction to navigation. The gee of 
the section was that when a vessel came and moored within 200 y: of 
the dock entrance and remained there in defiance of a notice, it became 
an obstruction. 

CuanneLL, J., delivered judgment to the same effect.— Counsr., George 
Wallace ; J. A. Hamilton.—Souicrrors, Hillearys ; Keene, Marsland, § Co. 

[Reported by C. G. Witsranau, Barrister-at-Law.]) 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. DOBREE AND ANOTHER. Div. Court. 
sd llth Dec. 


Intanp Revenvue—Lire Poricy—Poutcy Brovest imro Sxgrrtement— 
Estate Dury—Frinance Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vier. c. 30), 8. 2 (1) (p). 


Information by the Attorney-General against H. H. Dobree and J. L. 
Tomlin, the defendants. In the month of September, 1866, a marri 
was solemnized between Falconer J. Atlee and Mary D. MacCall. Shortly 
before the marriage the said F. J. Atlee effected a policy of insurance in 
La Nationale Insurance Office of France, dated the 25th of September, 1866, 
for the sum of 37,537 francs (or £1,501 10s.) on his own life, and payable 
on his death to the said M. D. MacCall subject to a yearly premium of 
£50 payable by him during his lifetime. By an indenture dated the 19th of 
September, 1867, the said J. F. Atlee assigned the said policy to four persons, 
of whom the defendants are the survivors, as trustees for the purposes of an 
indenture of settlement of the 20th of September, 1867, e between the 
said F. J. Atlee of the wrt pe the said Mary D., his wife, of the second 
part, J. F. Atlee of the thi part, G. McCall of the fourth part, and R. O. 
Maughan, E. 8. Claremont (both since deceased) and the defendants of 
the fifth part, whereby in pursuance of an agreement made previous to the 
said marriage the said F. J. Atlee assigned the said policy to the parties 
thereto of the fifth part upon the trusts thereinafter declared concerniug 
the same. By the said settlement F. J. Atlee covenanted with the trustees 
to keep up the policy and pay the premiums during his life, and 
he did in fact duly keep up the eame and all premiums thereon 
were paid by him and the moneys payable under the policy 
at his death were duly received by the defendants as surviving trustees of 
the settlement of the 20th of September, 1887. It was declared by the 
settlement that the moneys to be received under the said pollcy sh be 
held by the trustees upon trust for the said Mary D. Atlee for life. And 
the settlement contained a joint power of appointment by the said 
F. J. Atlee and Mary D. Atlee in favour of their children over the trust 
funds, including the proceeds of er By a jomt appointment, 
dated the 30th of January, 1871, the F. J. Atlee aud Mary D. Atlee 
Sr er that part of the trust funds, including the proceeds 
of the policy, should be held in trust for their son George 
G. F. Atlee, subject to the life interest of Mary D. Atlee. F. J. 
Atlee died on the 2nd of October, 1894, leaving Mary D. Atlee him 
surviving. The Commissioners of Inland Revenue claimed that under 
these circumstances estate duty became payable under section 2 (1) (@) (or 
if not then under the other ee of sections 1 and 2) of the Finance 
Act, 1894, in respect of the money received under the said policy of 
poeapnteme bel 3 eg passing on the death of the said F. J. Atlee within 
the meaning of these sections. On behalf of the Crown it was contended 
that estate duty became payable in respect of the money received under 
the policy as property passing on the death of F. J. Atlee by virtue of 
section 2 (1) (¢) of the above Act, which provides that property passing on 
the death of the deceased shall be deemed to include “any annuity or 





other interest purchosed or provided by the deceased, either by himself 
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alone or in concert or by arrangement with any other person, to the extent 
of the beneficial interest accruing or arising by survivorship or otherwise on 
On behalf of the defendants it was contended 
that the money did not come within the above section because on the death 
of F. J. Atlee what passed was only the money paid by the insurance 
company, and not the benefit or interest of the eaid F. J. Atlee in the 
Further, that the money paid came 


the death of the deceased.’’ 


policy, for this had passed before 
within the exception in section 3. 


Tue Court (Darine and CuHannegLt, JJ.), in giving judgment for the 
Crown, held that the proceeds of the policy of insurance which had been 
brought into settlement were liable to estate duty under the Finance Act, 
It was clear that this case came 
witbin section 2 (1) (d), and that it did not come within the exception in 
section 3. Judgment for the Crown.—Counset, Sir R. Webster, A.G., Sir 
R. Finlay, 8.G., and Vaughan Hawkins ; Haldane, Q.C., and Danckwerts. 


1894, on the death of the said F. J. Atlee. 


Soxicrrors, Solicitor of Inland Revenue; J. L. Tomlin § Sons. 
[Reported by E. G. StituweE x1, Barrister-at-Law. ] 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
RULES PUBLICATION ACT, 1893. 
(56 & 57 Vict. cap. 66). 


In pursuance of Section 3 (3) of the above-named Act, notice is hereby 


iven :— 


{i.) That the undermentioned Order in Council has been issued further 


amending ‘‘ The County Courts (Districts) Order in Council, 1899,” 
Statutory Rules and Orders, 1899, No. 178. 
L. 3. 


ESTATE DUTY. 


Tue following letter appeared in a recent issue of the Yorkshire Post :— 

Sir,—I notice with interest the leaderette on this subject in your issue of 
last Saturday. I cannot agree that the Inland Revenue authorities are as 
yet taking sufficient steps to remedy the more than serious inconvenience 
which has arisen, not, as you put it, owing to their change of policy, as 
they can have none in the matter, but owing to their change of opinion 
with regard to the construction of an Act of Parliament. The Council of 
the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom had not, so far as I 
am aware, taken any action in the matter until it was brought formally to 
their notice by the committee of the Leeds Law Society sending them a 
copy of a resolution passed at their meeting on the 4th of October last. 
Tt may be that what you describe as the energetic action of the London 
society has produced a satisfactory result. In our judgment here it has 
not done anything of the kind, but, on the contrary, it may have had the 
effect of producing a sense of false security. 

No matter what the officials of the Estate Duty Department say, and no 
matter what they offer to do, the fact remains that, according to their 
reccnsidered, and probably better, opinion, estate duty, unlike the old 
succession duty, constitutes in the cases of sales by trustees and the like an 
explicit charge upon the estate, instead of shifting to the proceeds of sale, 
and there is no sufficient evidence of discharge of such charge, except the 
formal certificate provided to be given by section 11 of the Act. No 
matter what the department may suggest, every purchaser is entitled to 
submit that duty is a charge (i.e.,a mortgage) on the property, taking 
precedence of all other claims, and that nothing can effectually get rid of 
it except payment, followed by the acquisition of the certificate referred to. 

If this contention be the correct one, it follows that in practice no 
trustees for sale, tenants for life, or personal representatives under Part I. 
of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, can convey property to purchasers un- 


(ii.) That the Order in Council so issued is a Statutory Rule, and has | incumbered until after the charge has been duly satisfied by payment of 


numbered and printed under the above Act, and that it may be 
referred to by its short title or number as a Statutory Rule as here- 
under specified. 

(iii.) That copies of such Statutory Rule may be purchased, either 
directly or through any bookseller, from Messrs. Eyre & Spottiswoode, 
East Harding-street, Fleet-street, E.C., and 32, Abingdon-street, 
Westminster, S.W.; or Messrs. John Menzies & Co., 12, Hanover- 
street, Edinburgh, and 90, West Nile-street, Glasgow; or Messrs. 
Hodges, Figgis, & Co. (Limited), 104, Grafton-street, Dublin. 


Order to which the above Notice refers. 


**The County Courts (Districts) Order in Council, November, 1899” ; 
Statutory Rules and Orders, No. 836. 


L, 37. 








TRANSFER OF ACTION. 
Orper or Court. 
Tuesday, the 5th day of December, 1899. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 


Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 


SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Byrne (1899—D.—No. 1,159). 


In the Matter of the Diamond Tag Syndicate (Limited) 


Edward Henry 
Brown v The Diamond Tag Syndicate (Limited) 


Hatszvry, C. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 13th inst., Mr. Richard W. Tweedie in the chair; the other directors 

resent being Messrs. H. Morten Cotton, R. Cunliffe, Grantham R. Dodd, 
alter Dowson, J. R. B. Gregory, Samuel Harris (Leicester), Sidney 
Smith, Maurice A. Tweedie, F. T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). 
A sum of £390 was distributed in grants of relief, four new members were 
admitted to the association, and other general business transacted. 





LAW ASSOCIATION, 


A meeting of the directors was held at the hallof the Incorporated Law 
Society on Thursday, the 7th inst., Mr. Peacock in the chair. 
directors present were Mr. Sidney Smith, Mr. Nisbet, and Mr. Vallance. 
A sum of £85 was distributed in grants of relief. Three life members and 
twenty-five annual members were elected to the association, and other 
general business transacted. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Dec. 11.—Mr. R. C. Nesbitt in the chair.—It was moved by Mr. J. F. W. 
Galbraith: ‘‘That it is not the opinion of this house that Rudyard 
Kipling’s vogue is undeserved and tends to vulgarize English literature.’’ 
Mr. O. Kains-Jackson opposed. The debate was continued by Messrs. 
a Symonds, Davey, Richardson, and Eiloart. The motion 
was carried. 


The other 


duty on the actual amount realized by sale. Where all the real estate of 
a testator is disposed of at one time, it is unlikely that much inconvenience 
will arise. Where, however, part only is sold, and certainly where there 
is a tenant for life, and the duty is not payable until his or her 
death, and consequently commutation of the duty is the only 
means of clearing the ertate (a course the department is not 
bound to permit), much inconvenience certainly does arise, and it 
may be said broadly that in the latter case the exercise of powers of sale is 
dependent upon the will and pleasure of the Estate Duty Department. It 
would require a small treatise to indicate the numerous cases of great 
difficulty which now arise with regard to the due realization of trust real 
estate, all of which would disappear if the liability for duty shifted on sale 
to the proceeds, and it is singular that in these days of enlightenment and 
advancement a Revenue Act of Parliament should have created so much 
difficulty in the way of realization. 
The committee of the Leeds Law Society have other serious objections 
to the Finance Act. They consider that the entirely new and ingenious 
devices of extracting death duties from the estates of deceased persons 
put into force by this Act are not only unreasonable, illogical, and unfair, 
but have created in many cases so much difficulty and complication that 
to avoid cost and wearisome delay in disputation, the construction of the 
authorities as to their Act of Parliament has been accepted without ques- 
tion and in a feeling of despair. 
Where estates amount to scores or hundreds of thousands of pounds, and 
the duty is correspondingly large, it may be worth fighting about, but the 
hardsbips arise in those cases which are entitled to the most sympathy— 
viz., the comparatively small estates of the middle, lower middle, and 
working classes. The committee are further of opinion that all legislation 
dealing with death duties should be effected in such a manner as to be 
easily grasped and comprehended by the ordinary lay mind.—Yours faith- 
fully, Rost. G. Emstey, 

President of the Incorporated Leeds Law Society. 
17, East-parade, Teeds, Dec. 6, 1899. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 
The death is announced of Sir Henry Jenxyns, K.C.B., late Parliamen- 
tary counsel to the Treasury, at the age of 60 years. He was educated at 
Balliol College, Oxford, and was called to the barin 1863. In 1869 he 
became assistant to Mr. (now Lord) Thring when the latter was appointed 
to the new office of Parliamentary counsel to the Treasury; and in 1886 
he succeeded Lord Thring in that office. In the past year he resigned the 
office. As a draftsman his main excellence, no doubt, lay in his ability 
rapidly to frame the broad outlines of a legislative scheme. He 
thaps paid too much attention to the practical difficulty of getting 
| long and complicated measures through the House of Commons, and the 
' system of legislation by reference made great strides during his tenure of 
office. Personally, says a writer in the Times, ‘‘he was constitutionally 
shy, and lived the quietest of lives. Even his most intimate friends could 
' not persuade him to dine out. He abhorred ‘functions.’ He was the 
hardest and most indefatigable of workers, and found that he could not 
reconcile the claims of public duty and the claims of society. Social 
engagements were incompatible with his method of work, which was to 
take home his papers in the evening to his house in the country, and think 
out, steadily and quietly, the conclusions which he dictated next morning 
in the form of memoranda, minutes, or Bills.”” He was substantially the 
author of the Statute Index, and was a leading member of the Statute 
| Law Committee. 
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Lord Penzance died on Saturday, at the age of 84 years. He was the 
gon of a well-known solicitor, Mr. Edward Archer Wilde, and was a 
nephew of the first Lord Truro. He was educated at Winchester and at 
Trinity College, Cambridge. He was called to the bar in 1839 and went 
the Northern Oircuit. In 1855 he was under a Queen’s Counsel, and in 
1860 was appointed a Baron of the Court of Exchequer. Three years 
afterwards he was appointed Judge of the Court of Probate and Judge 
Ordinary of the Court of Divorce. In this office he was very successful 
and established a high reputation. In 1864 he was made a Privy 
Councillor, and five years later he was raised to the Peerage, under 
the title of Baron Penzance. He resigned his judgeship in 1872, 
but subsequently, under the Public Worship Regulation Act, 1874, he was 
appointed judge of the Provincial Courts of Canterbury and York, and 
on the resignation of Sir Robert Phillimore, in 1875, became also Dean of 
Arches and Master of Faculties. He resigned the judgeship of the Arches 
Court some months ago on account of failing health, and was suc- 
ceeded by Sir Arthur Charles. 





APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. CuristoPHER Raw itnson, barrister-at-law, has been appointed Clerk 
of — on the Western Circuit in succession to the late Mr. C. J. T. 
Dunlop. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLutions. 

Joun Stuart Corzert (formerly a partner in the firm of Messrs. Spencer, 
Corbett, & Evans), solicitor, Cardiff, having retired from the said partner- 
ship in the month of November, 1890, by mutual consent, the name of 
Corbett will as from the 10th of December, 1899, be omitted from the 
name of the said firm, the business whereof will be carried on as usual at 
the place aforesaid by the continuing partners, under the firm name of 
Spencers and Evans. 

The firm of Burchell & Oo., of 5, The Sanctuary, Westminster, having 
been dissolved by mutual consent, as on the 9th inst,, Messrs. James 
Warp Burcuert aud Cuaries Turnett Dyng Burcxett will continue to 
practise in partnership at the above address as solicitors and Parliamentary 
agents under the style of Burchells & Co. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 


‘ CHARLES JAMES VyNeER (deceased), eolicitor, late of No. 43, Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields, W.C.—The successors in business of the above are requested to 
communicate with Messrs. Fooks, Chadwick, Arnold, & Chadwick, 60, 
Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn, London, W.C. 

Osnorng (WILLIAM Jon), deceased, late of 91, Cephas-street, Mile End, 
retired Schoolmaster. Any person with information, or possessed of Will, 
of the above-named is asked to communicate immediately with Birkett & 
Ridley, Solicitors, 24, Museum-street, Ipswich. 





GENERAL. 


_ Mr. Justice Ridley is confined to his house by an attack of sciatica, and 
is not expected to return to court until after the Christmas Vacation. 


It is noted that the late Lord Penzance is the fourth ex-judge sitting in 
the House of Lords who had died during the present year, the others being 
Lord Herschell, Lord Esher, and Lord Watson. 


_On Monday last a fire broke out in the new wing of Somerset House, 
situate at the Charing-cross side of the building, but, fortunately, it was 
early discovered, and had not attained any serious dimensions, and was 
— extinguished by means of the house appliances and buckets of 
water. 

At a meeting of the members of the Statute Law Committee and State 
Trials Committee held on Wednesday, the Lord Chancellor in the chair, 
Lord Lingen moved, and Mr. Justice Wright seconded, a resolution 
that the Statute Law Committee and State Trials Committee desire to 
express their sense of the loss which they have sustained by the too early 
removal from amongst them of their distinguished colleague Sir Henry 
Jenkyns, who during so many years rendered invaluable service in these 
committees ; and to convey to his widow and relatives their most profound 
sympathy in their bereavement. 


A correspondent of the Zimes writes: ‘‘ Some eight years back an aunt 
of mine died in Scotland, leaving a sum of £600 in the hands of trustees 
for ‘the maintenance and education’ of my children. The trustees 
renounced, and the Court of Session in Edinburgh, to whom the case was 
remitted, appointed a judicial factor to administer the bequest at the rate 
of £1 per week. At the end of last year I received notice from the judicial 
factor that the fund was exhausted. I applied to him for an account. I 
received it last month, just ten months after my application. I had in the 
meantime made several other applications for the account. I append a 
copy of the document: ‘ 1891—Paid law costs of my appointment as factor, 
£191 13s. 4d.; further costs, £54 1s. 5d. 1898—Factor’s expenses, 
£23 11s. ; retained in hand against my discharge, £24 1s. 11d. ; cheques to 
you, £306 12s. 4d.—total, £600.’ According to Scotch procedure, which is 
frequently said to be so much cheaper than in England, it costs £293 7s. 8d. 
to administer a bequest of £600. Being a poor Scotsman myself, I can but 
exclaim with my worthy fellow-countryman, the immortal Baillie Nicol 
Jarvie, ‘ Pro-dee-geous.’ ”” 

The Board of Agriculture have issued a notice calling attention to the 
provisions of the Improvement to Land Act, 1899, which comes into 
operation on the Ist of January, 1900. This Act has been passed with a 





view to give increased facilities to owners of land desirous of carrying out 
agricultural and other improvements with the aid of borrowed money. 
With this object the new statute amends the Improvement of Land Act, 
1864, and other Acts authorizing the creation of rent charges for the 
improvement of land. Under the new Act one of the provisions provides 
that the maximum period over which rent-charges authorized after the 
commencement of the Act may be allowed to exted is forty years. It 
must not, however, be assumed that the full term will always be ——- 
By another provision, the land charged with the payment of the rent- 
charge may be land other than that which is di y improved, provided 
(a2) that such other land is shewn to the satisfaction of the board, by 
statutory declaration, to be held for the same estates or interests, and to 
be either subject to the same incumbrances (if any) or to be free from 
incumbrances; and ()) that, in the opinion of the board, such other land 
may properly be included in the charge. 

A meeting of the Royal Courts of Justice Temperance Society was held 
on Thurday evening, the 7th inst., in Lecture Room B, Inner Temple, 
under the presidency of Mr. Justice Barnes, to hear an address from 
Professor Victor Horsley, on ‘‘The Physiological Aspect of the Temper- 
ance Question.”? In his introductory speech the chairman dealt with the 
result of intemperance as shewn in the court over which he presides, 
stating that the majority of the cases that came before him were 
occasioned by the intemperance of one or the other party. 
Professor Horsley, in the course of his instructive address, 
shewed the deleterious effects of alcohol on the nervous 
system, and explained the various experiments which proved 
the deterioration of nerve power occasioned by its use. He dealt also with 
the use of olcohol as a medicine, pointing out the enormous reduction in 
the amount used during the last quarter of a century in hospitals and 
prescribed by medical practitioners generally. In answer toa question 
from Mr. Justice Barnes, Professor Horsley said that the use of alcohol in 
most fainting fits was injurious. Many other questions were put and 
admirably answered. A vote of thanks to chairman and lecturer proposed 
by Mr. Minton Senhouse, seconded by Hon. Conrad Dillon, brought an 
excellent meeting to its close. 

At the Leeds Assizes last week, in delivering judgment in the case of 
R. v. Laidler, Dexter, and Coates, which was heard by him at Durham, 
Mr. Justice Grantham said, according to the Times’ reporter: With refer- 
ence to the question raised before me at Durham as to the admissibility of 
evidence by a solicitor who was allowed to look at his own account of his 
interviews with the prisoner dictated by him to a shorthand writer, and 
by him written in longhand shortly after the interview took place, I have 
no doubt that I rightly admitted the evidence, and I must decline to state 
acase. The determining point in all these cases is whether or not the writing 
looked at by the witness can be relied on accurately to refresh his memory as 
to the facts thereby recorded, even when the memory of the witness is pre- 
viously blank on the subject. It has been held in one case that a barrister 
who has forgotten all about the evidence given in a trial in which he was 
engaged can look at his notes of the trial and then say, ‘‘ As these notes 
are on my brief and were made by me I say that such and such evidence 
was given or was not given (as the case may be) although I have no 
recollection of the case’’—R. v. Guinea (cited in Taylor on Evidence 
(9th ed.), p. 927). Again, a shorthand-writer who had duly taken down in 
shorthand the material parts of an address and could only swear to the 
substantial accuracy of the remainder was allowed to refer to the whole of 
his report of the proceedings before giving his evidence. The use of a 
shorthand-writer by a solicitor is now so much a part of the daily work of 
his office that if the reading of the account of his interviews with 
his clients dictated by him and transcribed at once in longhand by 
the clerk, but read over by the solicitor some time after the 
occurrence, enables him to say positively such and such events did 
occur no objection can be taken to his so refreshing his memory, and 
in this case the solicitor had looked at this record of the interview soon 
after he had held an interview with the client. The shorthand clerk is 
his alter ego, and almost part of himself. In all these cases it is the peculiar 
circumstances of each case that must be looked to to guide us in deter- 
mining the question. It is not like the question of the admissibility of 
evidence ; the writer or writings themselves are often not admissibie av 
evidence at all. In this case the evidence of the solicitor, apart from the 
notes, is clearly admissible. He had looked at these shorthand notes soon 
after they were made, and he had looked at them again when before the 
magistrates, and as his evidence before me could not have been excluded 
because he had on these occasions referred to his notes—and if he had 
wished to avoid all question he could have looked at them the moment 
before he got into the witness-box—and if, as was the fact on those 
occasions, he could testify to the accuracy of the statements therein made 
it would be the height of folly to compel him to give less accurate evidence 
than he could otherwise give if permitted to refresh his recollection in the 
way mentioned. For these reasons I decline to state a case. 








For Troat Irritation AND On ee Glycerine Jujubes’’ 
always prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to all suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 74d. and 1s. 1}d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homao- 
pathic Chemists.—[Apvr. ] 
WARNING TO INTENDING Hovse Purcuassrs AND LessEzs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
ined, Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engin Co. (H. Carter, 0.E., Manager), 95, Vietoria-street, West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘ Sanitation.” —{Avvr.] 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reaistrars 1x ATTENDANCE OX 





Apprgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Nostra. STIRLING. 
+18 Mr. Lavie Mr. Church Mr. Pemberton 
- 19 Carrington Greswell Jackson 
-20 Lavie Church Pemberton 
21 i n ell Jackson 
22 Lavie Church Pemberton 
23 Carrington Greswell Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
KEexkEwIcx. Bygye Cozens-Harpy. 
Monday, j 18 Mr. Leach Mr. Beal Mr. King 
y Godfrey Pugh Farmer 
Leach Beal 
Godfrey Pugh Farmer 
Leach Beal King 
Godfrey Pugh Farmer 





The Christmas Vacation will commence on Monday, the 25th day of December, 1899, and 
terminate on Saturday, the 6th day of January, 1900, both days inclusive. 


THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
Dec. 18—Mr. J. C. Stevens, at 38, King-street, Covent, at 12.30, Natural History 


Specimens, &c. 
Dec. 19.—Fancy Poultry and Pigeons. 
Dec. 20.—Rose Trees, Fruit t tress, &e. 


Dec. 22.—Scientific A tus, &e. (See advertisement, this week, p. 3.) 

Dec. 20,— Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranriexp, at the Mart, at 2, Leasehold Shops, &c , 4 
Clapham Junction ; let at £120 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Sanderson, Adkin, & 
Lee, London. (Bee advertisements, this week, back page ) 

Dec. 21.—Mesars. H. E Foster & CranFizxp, at the Marts a 2:— 


LIFE INTERESTS 
Of a lady 47 in one Moiety of a Trust Fund producing £161 per annum ; 
also in a Fund produ £49 per annum; also Twe-thirds of Freehold 
near York, producing £225 per annum, with reversion to one-third 
same on decease of lady aged 
Ota’ “ady he eee in Freeholds producing £42 per c/o algo the Interest of the 
4 = loner ag 4) in the above producing £94 per annum. Solicitor, 
Hargrane, London. 
REVERSIONS : 
To a Moiety of a Trust Fund of the value of £9,155; lady ag 60, gentleman 
d 49. Solicitors, Messrs. C, Perrott-Smith & Co., 
To fourth of £1,929 India 54 De per cent. Stock; lady aged 30. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Carr, Tyler & Co., 


To ao eth’ Shane A Residuary Estate, value £27, 000, o on decease of several 


a a ee ). Solicitors, ——. Harti » London, 
To Residuary Estate, Bank a vw hg &e. ae yalue £7,500; lady 
480. Solicitors, Mesars. Keene, 


REV: ONARY LIFE INTRREST of a gentleman a 46 on ee of lady aged 
66 in rty at Burnley and Railway Stock producing £210 per annum, 
— i essrs. Nash, Field, & Co,, London, 


ES: 
For £4,000, with profite, in the Scottish Provident ly ary om £30 10s, 8d, 
For £500, £500, £500, £200, £150, £100. Solicitors, Messrs ughes, Maidstone. 
(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 
RESULT OF SALE. 
Messrs. C. C, & T, Moore held the first of a two 4 sale at the Mart on Teasehola 
Fe | sold > — a en — in Median-road, Clapton; and for £475 a Leaseho! 
ee, > th Hackney; £1,130 was obtained for Four Houses in 
Ps medi ; and Two Freeholds i in Marlborough-read, Old Kent-road, £1,010. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec. 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep rm CHaxcery. 
Begse British Patent Synpicate, ee are py on or before Feb 1, 
to send their names and 


the particulars o eir debts or 
Hobert, Morgan Al Albery, 15, O14 Jomey d - a4 Lumley & tan. Old Jewry chmbrs, 


Cuarters Towrrs Coysotipatep Gop Mixes, Limitep—Creditors uired, on 2 
Jan 15, to send thei and meres oe the particulars of their debts 
to J Wilson Hetherington Byrne, 81, G urch st 
Caristuas Rerv (Ruopesia) Deveten ELOPMENT Co, Limitep—Creditors uired, on 
$e y their names and addresses, and the sortiodians of © their debts or 
claims, to F. H. Kingham, 9 and 10, Fenchurch st. Niles & Co, clan tor On 


Cube = Loxpow, Limrrep (1 monet) Ont are 
20, to send their names and addresses, and 


required, on or before Jan 
ee of their debts or claims, to 


iver Browne, 236, Dashwood House, 
Deracuasie Pyevumatic Tyre Syspicate, Luomtev—Petn for woies © presen’ 
6, directed to be heard on Dec 20. J.B. & F, Purchase, 14, of oles Se | 
Notice of appearing pent reach the above-named not later t 8 § o’clock in the after. | 


noon of Dec 19 
Forrest Austratian Corporation, Limirep—Creditors are req’ on or before Jan 19, 
to names addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, 
Offor, 180, Cannon st. Vallance & Co, solors for the compan: 
ILLUsTRATED ADVERTISING pane pe ng Laurtep —Creditors are Seuwed, on or before 
Jan 10 to send their names and aed gg hd their debts or claims, to 
Staunton Btainforth, 6 84, teanny tal Woosnam & Smith, Chancery lane, 
solors for liquidator 
“N. A. P.” Breap Co, Limitep—Creditors are uired, on or before Jan 15, to send 
their names addresses, and the Sows ad —9* amas debts or claims, to Julius Wilson 


Byrne, 81, Gracech 

Pease, Ruopes & Co, Limirzp—Creditors are ave amie on or before Dec 31, to send their 

names and and the eir debte or claims, to Henry Frederick 

cay st, Bradf Vint & & Bratfor, alae to liquidator 
a NCERT SYNDICATE, Limrrep—Creditors required, on or before Jan 4 
to send their names and the particulary of their debts or claims, to 

Frederick King, TT Ot Winchester a ontr Arnholz, Gt Winchester st, solors to 

Tuomas Bett & Co, Lunten—Creditors are 
and and 


required, on or before Jan 22, to send their 
names addresses, the pestionionns of “their "debts or claims, to Mr. Ferrand 
ee saa denlon chmbrs, Bt. Mary’s gate, Manchester. Earle & Co, Man- 


Vert LauncuEs, tape Colon are required, on or before Jan 23, to send their names 
and addre the particulars of debts or claims, to Arthur Lowes Dickinson, 
19, aameeees, °F Fox & Preece, 15, Dean’s yard, Westminster, solors for liquidator 

Yacoo Proprretary Gotp Mixes, ne sept ne ona are requi on or before Feb 20, 
to send their names and addresses, the particulars of their debts or claims, to R. W. 
Outram, 18, Walbrook. Batchelor & Somme Walbrook, solors to liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Cuurcn or Encianp Frienpiy Society, Wheatsheaf Inn, Rowley Staffs. Nov7 
Sr. Georar’s Mutua Beyerit Investment Society, Limirep, 32, Sac ete st, W. Decl 


London Gazetie.—Turspay, Dec. 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luoarep um CHANOoERY- 
AnGio-CoLomiAL CHEMICAL - Luutzep—Petn for vinings up, presented Dec 7, directed 
to be heard Dec 20. » aS H. Steele, 21, College hill, agents for Eddowes & Sons, 

Derby, solors for Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later an 
6 o’clock iz the a of Dec 19 

Aston Tose Works (18m), Lint —Creditos are required, on or before Jan 27, to send 
their names and addresses, and of their debts or claims, to George 
— Lindsay Thompson, Union ye Ly 63, Temple-row, Birmingham, Forsyth & 

Bettinson, Birmingham, solors to liquidator 

BapMintTon Cycie anp Components Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 6. 

yg to be heard “~ ee. oe & Oo, 4 New ct, Carey * one Li. Briand 
jirmingham, solors Bang ers, otice of appearing must reac pe & 

not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 19 

Bersanea Go.prieLps, Liw1rep—Petn for winding up, porated Dec 11, directed to be 
heard Dec 20 solor for petng r. Notice of appearing must reach the 
above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 19 

Founpers’ SynpicaTE, agen age are required, on or before Dec » to send in 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Lawrence 
Weaver, 1, Army and Navy mnsns, 109, Victoria st 

Hawkes & Garpner, Limtep—Petn for win . presented Dec 7, directed to be heard 
on Wednesday, Dec 20. Ford & Co, 27, Walb , agents for R. Ww. Ford, Portsmouth, 
petner’ 4 ” Notice of a pearing must reach the London agents not later than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of Lee 14 

H. G. Exxis & Co, Limirep (1x Lig mane) required, on or before Jan 8, 
to send their names and addresses, and th e particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Westbury & Co, 58, Old Broad st, solors to liquidator 

Loypoy edad Mareniat Co, Lyourep—Petn for a up, presented Dec 8, directed 

be heard on Dec 20. Johnson, for Beale & 28, Great e st, ‘Westminster, 

solors for petners. Notice of sy lmao must reach the ehove-anmed not later than 
6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 1 

Mines Contract Co, pntodine 1d for winding up, presented Dec 8, directed to be 
heard on Dec 20. Lewis, 54, Chancery lane, agent for Thomas & Co, Swansea, solors 
~ r. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock 

afternoon of Dec 19 

Sesaen Execrrican Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 11, directed to 
be heard Dec 20. Hurd & Son, 25, B solors for petners.” Notice of 
epoceing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


Wrpeese & & Co, Limitzp—Petn for wi up, presented Dec 11, directed to be heard on 
y, Dec 20. Foss & Co, 5, Fenchurch st. Notice of appearing must reach the 
bern not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 19 
Voucuer, LiwitEp (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 9, to send 
their names and the a of their debts or claims, to James 
Squiers, 21, Bennett’s hill, Birmieogham. Smith & Sons, Walsall, solors to liquidator 
“ Wuiraier ” Srgamsnip Co. Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 12, to 
send names and es, and the particulars of their debts or claims to to Mr. 
W. E. Bunclark, 8 and 9, Great St. Helen’s 
Wi tiamson & Sons, Limitep—Petition for wind 
heard Dec 20, B ae 5, sheen = = S 
fe salle of s appearing must 


up, oe Dec 8, directed to be 
, 28, Gt George st, solors for petner. 
the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Marston Sr. Lawrence Benerit Society, Schoolroom, Marston Saint Lawrence, 
Ban ton. Decl 


No: 

Sick AND FoNERAL Socizety, National School, Langho, Blackburn, Lancaster. Dec 1 

Wipow anv OrpHans Founp or THE es. or Peace Lopar, Mancnester Unity, 
6 


Sun Inn, West st, Faversham, Ken‘ 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram, 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec. 1. 

Anprrson, Jonny, Sancton, York, Farmer Jan1 Shackles & Dunkerly, Hull 
Barker, Emma, Heckmondwike, York, Draper Jan17 Chadwick & Sons, Dewsbury 
| Baynes, ExizasztTu, Weston super Mare Jan10 Little & Mills, Stroud 
| Brake, Catuenine, Clewer, Bucks Jan8 Bellord & Co, Lime st 
ofl Boagp, Witt1am, Wimbledon Bate & Co, Bedford row 


| es Joun Artuur, Aigburth, Lancs, Merchant Dec 27 Garnett & Co 
vi 

CainzE tcabe Henny, Old Trafford, nr Manchester, Commercial Traveller Jan 31 Jones, 

| Manchester 





Cuampens, JANE Grant, Cury, Cornwall Dec 31 Pitchforth & Co, Bucklersbury 

oh Cosrexer, Jonn, Midhurst, Sussex March 1 Costeker, Darwen 

| DanteL, Witi14M Coxon, Dewsbury Moor, York Feb 28 Paddock & Sons, Hanley 
Davigs, Exizasetu, Pendoylan, nr Cowbridge, Glam Jan17 Rees & Gwyn, Cowbridge 
Dovartt, Witi1am, Horwich, Lancaster, Brickmaker Dec 81 Smith & Moss, Manchester 


to } Epuowps, Serron Amy, West Brompton Jan13 Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 


Epauunos, Wittiau Henry Martin, Wimbledon Jan12 Bircham & Co, Parliament st 
Parrett, Witt1am Barrett, Woodbridge, Sussex Jan 31 Brook, South sq, Gray’s inn 
Fiera, Ropert Senior, Ossett, York, Woollen Manufacturer Jani Greenwood, Wake- 


Forsytu, Wit.1aM, Portsea, Credit Draper Jan10 Blake & Co, Portsmouth 
Gipson, Jamzs, Birkenhead Dec15 Dalby & Moore, Birkenhead 
Gittow, Wiiu1am Austin, Worthing Dec 31 Gates, Worthing 


Gairritus, Witt1am, Haverfordwest, Bootmaker Jan 10 Eaton-Evans & Williams, 
Haverford west 


Houtiey, Mary Ann, Messing, Eesex Dec 31 Surridge, Coggeshall 
Jounson, AtrreD, Boston, Lincoln, Seed Merchant Jan 5 James & Mellor, Coleman st 
LronarbD, Joun Ropert, St George, Bristol, Market Gardener Dec 30 Atchleys, Bristol 
Lever, Catuerin®, Hyde Jani2 H Bostock, Hyde 

Macponaup, Exizasetu, Belgrave rd, Eccleston sq Dec 21 Thorold & Co, Regent st 
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Morrat, Matrupa Any, Upper Holloway Feb 28 Matthews, Union Bank Chmbrs, ; Cox, Ricnarp James, Brewer st, Regent st, Jeweller Jan8 Booth, Camberwell rd 
Southwark st Crovca, Gzorce, Yapton, Sussex, Yeoman Jan2 Wannop, Chichester 


Beteas, Wiis, Haverfordwest, Merchant Jani10 Eaton-Evans & Williams, Haver- 
wes' 


Myzes, Mary, Huyton, Lancs Jani7 Field & Co, Liverpool 

Newsuam, Ennest Epuunp, Margate Dec 30 Crosse & Sons, Lancaster pl, Strand 
Patuer, James Dampier, Park pl Jan 15 Hollams & Co, Mincing la 

Preaty, Emity Exizasets, Wimbledon Jan1 Mead & Co, King’s Bench walk 

Puriips, Lizzie, Llandudno, Carnarvon Dec 20 Arnold & Son, Birmingham 

Quant, ANNABELLA SiLERs, Great Yarmouth Jan1 Wiltshire & Sons, Great Yarmouth 
Ramsay, Emma Hicoinsotnam, Manchester Dec 29 Hall & Co, Manchester 

Ramsay, JAmes, Manchester, Chemical Merchant Dec 29 Hall & Co Manchester 
Ruopes, Joun Watrer, East Liss, Hants Jan17 Chadwick & Sons, Dewsbury 

Rossetti, Witt1am, West Brompton Jan1 Hughes & Son, Bedford st 

faypeman, Witt14m Barctay, Horsham, Sussex Dec 30 Boulton & Co, Northampton sq 
Sontvens, SamueL, Bexhill, Sussex Dec 31 Mott & Son Bedford row 

Sesosy, Ousmane Epwarp, Newton Abbot. Devon, Builder Jan14 Baker & Co, Newton 
Vavenat) James, Milford aaa Pembroke, Merchant Jan 10 LEaton-Evans & 


liams, Haverfordwest 
Warren, JonN ‘Henry, Stepney Dec3i Henderson & Co, Philpot lane 


WATERFIELD, Carouing, Bath Dec 30 Gill & Bush, Bath 
WATEBFIELD, Exiza, Bath Dec30 Gill & Bush, Bath 
Wesster, Apranam, Horsforth, York Janl Taylor & Co, Bradford 


Wuitt, Seema, aed Wuire, and Wit11am Ware, Murston, Kent Jani Arnold & 
Co, ester 
Wicarys, Joun Tuomas, Scarborough Jan13 Turnbull & Son, Scarborough 


Witt1ams, Mary, Liantwitfardre,Glam Dec 27 Grover & Grover, Cardiff 

Worsiey, James Epwarpson, Warrington, Solicitor Jan 20 Woods & Son, Warrington 
Wvyxe, Euaa, Southwold, Suffolk Jan1é Huntington & Leaf, King st, Cheapside 
Wve, Henry, Salisbury, Wilts, Gardener Dec 28 Hodding & Jackson, Salisbury 
Wve, Hexen Any, Salisbury, Wilts Dec 28 Hodding & Jackson, Salisbury 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec 5, 
Acxers, Jackson Apranam, Hindley Green, nr Wigan Dec 23 Jeans & Son, Warrington 


Aver, Tuomas, Newcastle upon Tyne, Whitesmith Jan 18 WJ8S &JAS8 Scott, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
Binninc, Seviva Frances, Kingston upon Hull Feb1 Thompson & Co, Hull 


Bococx, AnN, Harrogate, Yorks Jan31 Barrow & Smith, Manchester 

BzomLey, Rosert, Hyde, Chester Dec13 Hervey & Co, Hyde 

Butuan, Mary Awn, Stourbridge, Worcester Jan 10 Wall & James, Stourbridge 
Bux.rnson, IsaBELLA Even, Sunderland Jané Stockdale, Sunderland 

CotuizeR, Justina Maria Strervey, Hastings Feb1 Skelton, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Corrie, Tuomas James, Cheltenham, Surgeon Jan9 Baylis, Cheltenham 





Dexecuisz, Rosa Ann, Canonbury Jan5 Benham, College hill 

Drxoy, Cuartorre, Shrewsbury Dec30 Turner, Chester 

Doveaty, Mancaret Anne, Brompton Jan1 Keen & Co, Knightrider st 

Doveaty, Taomas Neate, Brompton Jan 1 Keen & Co, Knightrider st 

Ex, a CaTHeEsixe, South Kensington Jan 15 Wood & Co, Raymond bldgs, 
ys 


Hanrazis, James, Lymington, Hants, Baker Dec 30 Moore & Co, Lymington 

Hrirtcucock, Janz, Conock, nr Devizes, Wilts Dec 31 Jackson & Jackson, Devizes 

Ives, CurisTorHEeR Joun, Harston, Cambridge Jan13 Whitehead & Son, Cambridge 
Kiiyer, Watrse, Kingston on Thames Jan13 Fox, Kingston on Thames 

Kirton, Jos Wit.1am, Northwood, Farmer Jan1 Mercer, Uxbridge 

Msnemses, Cuataes Anprew, Gt Grimsby, Merchant Jani13 Bates & Mountain, Gt 


MaRsHALL, ss, Leamington Jan 30 James & Barton, Birmingham 

MarsHatt, Esevezer James, Brighton Jani Griffith, Brighton 

Menevx, Exiza, Plympton St Mary, Devon Jan10 Bulteel & Co, Plymouth 

Mittxovse, Tuomas, Horton Kirby, Kent, Miller Dec 30 Ridley & Co, Dartford 

Moore, ExizaseTu, Newcastle upon Tyne Jan 20 Wilkinson & Marshall, Newcastle 


Ousuet Mises? Bath Jani Norton & Co, Victoria st 

Owen, Rosert, Pennal, Merioneth Jani Rowlands, Machynlleth 

Pace, Henry, Southport Dec 30 Barrow & Smith, Manchester 

Pagtine, Auics, California, USA Jan1 Rooke & Sons, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Penninetox, Epwarp, Clapham Jan 26 Lidiard & Co, Gt James st 

Parturrs, ALFRED, Canonbury Jan 27 Taylor & Taylor, New Broad st 

Rics, Cxartorrs Avousta, Eaton ter Jani Bloxam & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Cencuamn, Lene, Ges gdns, Maida Hill Jan 15 Lindo & Co, West st, Finsbur 


meer Rosert Joszern, Manchester, Licensed Victualler Dec 18 Cobbett & Co, Man- 


SuEPLey, _ Chester, Cotton Spinner Feb1 Johnsons, Stockport 

Sxzce, Emma Saran, Blackfriarsrd Dec 31 Burton & Sons, Blackfriars rd 

Suitu, Samvet, Ilkley, York, Innkeeper Jan15 Fietcher, Leeds 

SrerHEnson, Matruew, Sunderland Dec 30 Botterell & Roche, Sunderland 

Swa.tow, EstueEr, Stalybridge, Chester Jan6 Whitworth & Co, Ashton under Lyne 

Topp, Witu1aM SamvEL, Ballingdon, Essex, Butcher Dec 24 Bates, Sudbury, Suffolk 

Warson, Bexyaurn, Wakefield, Wholesale Provision Merchant Feb 1 Langhorne, 

a... 9 Incuam, Halifax, Butcher Jan 10 Longbotham & Sons, Halifax 

Wooprne, Joszrn Francis, Milton Keynes, Bucks Dec 20 Hodgkinson, Birmingham 

Yorke. Annette Fountayne, Cowley st, Westminster Jan 6 Greenfield & Cracknall, 
Lancaster p!, Strand 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Dee. 8. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALEXANDER, ween, Preston, Draper 
Nov 24 Ord Dec4 
Axprrson, E, Greenwich, Licensed Victualler Greenwich 
Pet Oct 30 Ord Dec 5 
Arrey, Jonw Wiiu1Am, Sunderland, Shipbroker Sunder- 
land Pet Nov 21 Ord Dec 4 
done, poem, Old Kent rd High Court Pet Nov 13 


5 
Barger, Ssaeem, Fase Pasator. Glass Bottle Maker Barnsley 


Preston Pet tualler 


Nov 23 Ord Dec 4 
Novié Ord 


Le n WILiiam Pasconans. 
Court 
Licutroot, CHARLES, Pa Bedford, 
Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 
Lincoty, Taomas Freperick, and Horace Jonny Lixcotn, | Bricas, East 
Great Y: Ironmongers Great Yarmouth 


Lists, een, Tailor High Court Pet 
6 
—, Cuaupe Basit, Coventry st, Solicitor High 


JeANES, Grorce, Liverpool, Chemist Liverpool Pet Nov | Bentaam, Wit.1m, Pemberton, nr Wigan, Carter Dec 18 
22 Ord Dec 8 at 2.30 house, King st, 
Kirk, —— Leeds, Cycle Dealer Leeds Pet Dec 


Court King 
Berry, Samvuet Hveu, Manchester, Fruit Salesman Decl5 
at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
ee ARTHUR, a Builder Dec 15 at 


--, Dec 15 at 
eo py 
Dec 15at 230 Bank- 
Carey st 
Brown, Sipyey, Caffyn st, Blackfriars, M 
Perfumer, &c Dec 15at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 


Bri Ro: , Heaton, Newcastle on Tyne 
“Oil Dealer "Dee 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, 


Sawant, Licensed Vic- 
Dec 5 


dino Luton | Borriey, GrorGe, 
11 Off Rec, 


Pet Dec 6 Pet Nov22 Ord Dec 6 Newcastle on Tyne 
BENTHAM, bee AM, Pemberto nr Wigan, Carter Wi Mitts, H , Caledonian Clerk h Court Pet Con, I wet — Yarmouth, Fish Curer Dec 16 at 
int ane ee ee Gl ee = ~ Off Ree, beater Norwich 


out ‘waa Lanes, Grocer Dec 18 at 2.15 





Begry, a EL Hucu, Cheetham Hill, ry Fruit 
Salesman Manchester Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 
—s G, or rd, East Ham, Builder High Court Pet 
ov 2 
Brown, Sipney, Caftyn st, seat, Manufacturing Per- 
fumer High Court Pet Dec 4 Dec 4 
—— ee Nore on Tyne, Electrical Engineer 


Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov13 Ord Dec 6 
Dean, Witt1Am, Pemberton, Lancs, Grocer Wigan Pet 
Dec4 Ord Dec4 


EarnsHaw, WALTER, Gti, nr Oldham, Labourer 
Oldham Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 

Evans, Epwarp, “Te Denbighs, Collier Wrexham 
Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 

Garrortu, THomas "Ty Liversedge, Butcher Dewsbury 
Pet Dec 5 

Giuiart, RB ody Witt 1AM, Sheffield Leeds Pet Nov 
17 Ord Dec 4 


Gaivrira, Wittiam, Portsmouth, Builder Portsmouth 
Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 
toa, Kent, Butcher Rochester 


Grices, ARTHUR, New Bromp 
Pet Nov 18 Ord Dec 4 
Gaieton, Jonny, — } Lancs, Railway Signalman Salford 
6 
Harper, Ricnarp Bivoner, Willesden, Civil Engineer 
Hieh Court PetDec6 Ord Dec6 
Hut, Jopn Txomas, Milford Haven, Pembrokes, Fish 
H ag ‘em! a Pet Oct 27 Ord ane 
ILL, James WILL1aM, Nottingham, otting- 
ham Pet Dec6 Ord Dec6 
Atrrep, Wordsley, Stafford, Milliner Stour- 
bridge Pet Dec1 Ord Dec 
Houtayp, WiLtiaM, yey wy! Chester, Farmer Muaccles- 
field Dec 2 Ord 
Howarp, HEniry oon Harrog-te, York, Electrical 
ork PetDec4 Ord Dec 4 
Hypz, Frep, Birmingham, [Fruit Dealer Birmingham | 
Pet Nov 8 Urd Dec 5 





Hivatey, 


ELAND, Mark Frepezicx, New Swindon, Wilts, Fitter | 
Swindon Pet Dec5 Qrd Dec5 i 





Asa, Frayx Morgan 


6 
a") ~~ y Marylebone rd High Court Pet Nov 16 
6 

Morcay, Wituram, Tredegar, Mon, Builder Tredegar 
Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 

— ed Georce, Leeds, Surgeon Leeds Pet Dec 2 

Patmer, Tuomas, West Hartlepool, Yainter Sunderland 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 

Parsons, ALFRED, Catford, Commercial Traveller Green- 
wich Pet Dec5 


Ord Dec 5 
Porca, Henry, 7 teamed Cattle Dealer Wells Pet 
Dec4 Ord'Dec 4 


Porrsr, Grorce, Old Baile : Victualler High | 
Court Pet Oct31 Ord 
Posen, Corres. Heywood, Lancs, Labourer Bolton | 
e 


2 
= . » Resbaswagh, Butcher Scarborough Pet 
Dec 6 
SueatTuer, oo , Bodmin, Cornwall, Cycle 
Truro 


Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 
Sxcxer, Freperick Gsrorce, Norwich, Nurseryman 
Norwich Pet Dec6 Ord Dec6 


Sueruurst, Emma, Manchester, ‘Fruit Dealer Manchester 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 


Atrgep James, Contesivery, Wheelwright 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 2 
Tartey, Epwarp Avavstus, Friday st. Manufacturers’ 
High Court Pet Dec 5 Dec5 
Tivy, Witt1aM Jame 
Nov 20 
Warsoy, James Barrineron, Bristol Bristol Pet Dec 5 
Ord Dec 5 


Ww: , Lawrexce Awmpross, Wandsworth, Stock 
"Jobber’s Clerk Wandsworth ‘Pet Deo? Ord Dec 2 


aca MEETINGS. 


StTevens, 
Can 


Potato Merchant 





Deo 15 at 3.15 Om Reet st, Southampton 
’ ’ 19 at 12 Of | 
wag Fenn, Joloer™ De Deo 19 at 12 30 | 


Dovss, eee chance a, Bilter bldgs Dec 15 at 11 
Bankruptcy bid; 
Fong, Guonoe, Leiter, oa vey oS Dec 15 at 12 Off 


ae Sr0n, en ee ay ow and Barwert Freep- 


uax, Lasts, Wholesale Clethiem Dec 15 at 11 Off 


Seem. WitiuaM, Saundersfoot, J an 
Joiner Dec 22 at 1230 Temperance 


Dock 
Gare, Ronert Henny, Dewsbury, York, Clerk Deo 16 at 3 
Off Rec, Bank 


chmbra, Batley 
Cc » Shoemaker Deo 18 
house, Cockermouth 
Howarp, a LiongL, 


S Deo 19 at 12.15 OF Bee ‘sk Oompa 


a + ge Frepericx, Gt Yarmouth, Boot Dealer 
Dec 19at2 Auction Mart, 
Lez, Sonam Labourer Dec 18 at 11 6, 
thenzeum 


Plymouth 
Leeson, WitiiaM een Bayswater, Licensed 
tualler Dec 15 at 12 Bankruptoy he 
Mircue.tt, CuaRies CoRNELI a Coffee 
house Keeper Dec 18 at 11.80 ll High st, Rochester 
Moreax, Wittiam, Bargoed, Glam, Licensed Victualler 
=> 23s, High sb Merthyr Ty ae 
Nevitt, Joan BORGE, 
“3 Off Rec. 22, Park row, Leeds 
Parrps, Horace Cares, Old Compton st, Licensed Vio- 
tualler Deo 18 at 230 Bankruptcy Carey st 
Preston, STEPHES, Labourer Deo 16 at 


Gisson, Joun, 
at3 Court 


Prin@_e, Ww 


Harwood, Lance, 
a iia een ee 


~-—) - jeg 





ie ae re te en en RD Keb em 
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Rawuriyson, Matruew, ee House Fur- 
nisher Dec 15at11 Off Rec, 31, Tow, os 


=~, Wituram, Bradford, Cycle a 
atll Off Rec, 31, Manor tow, Brad 


RossirEr, Gzorce, Pleasley, Goal Miner Dec 15 
at12 Off Rec, s¢ Castle pl, Sak aN st, Nottingham 
Senmaenen tt Electrical Engineer Dec 15 


at11320 24, Ratton app, London Bridge 
a Hexry Ep Warp, min, Cornwall, Cycle 
Agent Dec 18 at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
<i — Urmston, re Dealer Dec 15 at 230 
yrom st, Manches 
STH, pm—teg 2 esa, Rotherham, Yor! 
Dec 15 at 12.30 Off Re In, Sh effie! 
Siro, Jeremian, Rodley, Grocer Dec 15 at 11,30 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Sreruensen, Ovar Stepney, Kin m Hull, 
Miller Deci6at11 Off Ree, ty 1 use In, ‘weir’ 
Srevens, ALFRED JAMES, Cantesary, Wi ——— Dec 21 
80 Off Rec, yg oy ury 
THORNTON, ALBERT, Burnl 


Dec 29 at 12.30 
Exchange Hotel. Nicholas ‘st, B nley 
Tuorpz, ogy Huddersfield, Tobacconist —_ 15 at 12 
Off 9, John William st, Huddersfi 
Tominson, fod HARD, Adam st, —~ Datlaer Dec 18 
at 12 y bldgs, Carey st 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Asn, Frank Morcan, Southampton, Potato Merchant 
Southampton Pet Nov15 Ord Dec 4 

Baxrett, Atpert, Barnsley, Yorks, Glass Bottle Maker 
Barnsley Pet Dec6 Ord Dec6 

Beacu, Cuasves Fisk, Gt Winchester st, American Lawyer 
High Court Pet Nov2 Ord Dec 4 

——- be ge [cn nr Wigan, Carter Wigan 


Berry, Samue. Hues, - Fruit Salesman Man- 
chester Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 6 

Berrs, ArtHuR Fietcurr. Hampstead, Traveller High 
woe, Renato baggy | tO 

Bourn EDERICK CouTTSs, s) ,vemen 7m) 

— Court Pet pam fy Ord Des ~— 

Branton, Ley Sunderland, Builder jadens Pet 
Novi15 Ord Dec 2 

Browy, my Caffyn st, Blackfriars, Seasieniog 
Perfumer, &c. High Court Pet Dec4 Ord Dec4 

Bruce, Rosert, Heaton, Newcastle on Tyne, — 
oil Dealer Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov28 Ord Dec 

CHALK, Witi1am, Putney, Market Gardener Wandsworth 
Pet Oct 18 Ord Dec 2 


Deax, Wi..1Am, Pemberton, Lancs, Grocer Wigan Pet 
Dec4 Ord Dec 4 


Eagnsuaw, Water, Chadderton, nr Oldham, Labourer 
Oldham Pet Dec5 Ord Dec5 

Evans, Epwarp, Ruabon, Denbighs, Collier Wrexham 
Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 

Frost, Georce, Upper Clapton High Court Pet Sept 26 
Ord Dec 4 


Garrortu, Tuomas Sacan, Liversedge, Butcher Dews- 
b Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 


Giss0n, Jonx, Maryport, Cumberland, Shoemaker Cocker- 

mouth Pet Nov13 Ord Dec4 

Goprrry, WiL11AM, Totnes, Devon, Tailor Plymouth Pet 
Oct 14 Ord Dec 


Hu, James Wi1114M, Nottingham, Hairdresser Notting- 
we... ae es Sheu 
NGLEY, FRED, Wordsley, Milliner urbri Pet 
Dec i Ord Dec 1 ase 
mn 4 ‘Wii1am, Woodford, Chester, Farmer Maccles- 
field Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 
Sou S Hesuar Laos Lion me York, Electrical Engineer York 


windon Pet Dec5 


Jos, Rosert Grorcz, Eastbourne, Jeweller Eastbourne 
—- eee - in 

Kewp, ILLIAM JosEPH, Pen; urseryman Greenwi 
Pet Oct 11 Ord DeeS 

Kirk, Arruvrz Epwiy, Leeds, Cycle Dealer Leeds Pet 
Dec5 Ord Dec 5 


Kircuine, Antuur Rosert, oo gm Builder Stockton 
on Tees Pet Oct 26 Ord Dec 
tou, Wii Bnd my ” ae Licensed 
igh Court Pet Dec 5 "Or Dec 5 

donian rd, Bookmaker’s Clerk High 

M W: vege Mt Builder Tredegar 
ORGAN, WILLIAM, egar, . Pet 

Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 


Nevitt, Joun Gronrce, Leeds, Surgeon Leeds Pet Dec 2 


Nicnoxs, W, Brighton Brighton Pet Oct 31 Ord Decé6 
ane Hewry, Maida vale High Court Pet Oct 31 Ord 
2 

Patmer, Toomas, West Hartlepool, Painter Sunderland 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 

Parsons, AL¥yrep, Catford, Commercial Traveller Green- 

a F nat monday 9 “ U A 
IPPB, orace CALEB, Compton cense 
Victualler Court Pet Nov7 Ord Dec 4 

Porcu, Henry, G bury, Cattle Dealer Wells Pet 

Susan ieee ‘ood, Lancs, Labo Bol 
ston, STEPHEN, urer ton 
Pet Bec? Ord’Dec?” oe 


Inevanp, Marx Faroancr, New Swindon, Wilts, Fitter 
8 Ord Dec 5 


M1115, Henry, 


Secxer, Frepericx Grorce, H Norwich, Nursery- 
man Norwich Pet Dec 6 Dec 6 

Sueatner, Heyry wag Bodmin, Cornwall, Cycle 
Agent Pet Dec4 Ord 4 


gen Dec 
Ganges, Miss, Sone : Tem Butcher Scarborough Pet 


Tariter, Epwarp Avcustus, Friday st, Manufacturers’ 
High Court Pet 6 Ord Dec5 

Wituiams, Lavresce Ampnosz, Wandsw "Stock 

Jobber’s Clerk Wandsworth Pet Dec 2 Dec 2 


deneniied cofeneaiatiartes See Oot eutiebell te the 


ae ty 1 
oy ACKY. ILLIAM, e 
Merchant High Court Pet Aug 3 tr, Byte, , 
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RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ArnoLp, JvutiaAn TreGenna Bipputpn, Taomas Bourton 
Sismzy, and Witiram CHAanninc ARNOLD, Lincoln’s inn 
fields, Solicitors h Court Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 

BouweE.t, Mary, C: Cardiff Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 


Braxsom, WittiAM THomas, Dunstable, Beds, Coal Mer- 
chant Luton Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec7 

Co.uier, Granam Epwapp, patient, Schoolmaster Green- 
wich Pet Oct 81 Ord Nov 2 

Cripps, Henry, Candle Green, nr Cheltenham, Bootmaker 
Swindon Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 


Davies, Witi1am, Rh » Mon. ‘eile Tred: Pet 
make aad 


Dorurnc, Ropert Artuor, Little Ilford, Essex, Labourer 
High Court Pet Dec8 Ord Dec8 
Extett, Grorez, and TxHomas Exutetrt, Bath, General 
Smiths Bath PetDec8 Ord Dec8 
a, Ricuarp, Nottin; a -* arcane Dealer Not- 
tingham Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 


Seay, Spee Builder cities Pet DecS Ord 

8 

Fox, James, Swansea, Journalist Swansea Pet Nov 27 
Ord Dec 8 


GerorcE, Wittiam Jouy, Fenny Setiest, Bucks, Farmer 
Northampton Pet Dec5 Ord De 
— Northampton Northampton Pet Dec 6 


Grecory, Ricnarp, Swindon, Wilts, Butcher’s Manager 
Swindon Pet Dec8 Ord Dec8 

Hargis, LLEWELYN, Yaya Glam, Grocer Pontypridd 
Pet Dec8 Ord De 

Hopcetts, Owen, West Bromwich, Traveller West 
Bromwich Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 

Herr, Wiii1am Lovett, ca. “ys rd, Accountant 
High Court Pet March 3 Ord Dec 

InnEs, CHARLES, Newbiggin by the Sea, «Northumberland, 
Painter Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 

Kinsman, Atrrep Francis, Saltash, Cornwall, Livery 

Stable Ki Keeper Plymouth Pet Nov23 Ord Dec8 
LazarD, JosEPH, Commercial rd, Leather Merchant High 
- ty W tS ees Ferd » te 
‘ARSH, Birmingham, Butcher mingham Pet 

Noy Ord Dee 8 

Siders. pes _ Sussex, Plumber Lewes 
Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 

Marruews, Mair, Binkeshead, Dressmaker Birkenhead 
Pet Dec? Ord Dec7 

Moore, CHARLES Sonal Pagieienh, Cambridge, Grocer 
Cambridge Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 

Moorz, Tuomas + Seoge. 2 Penarth, Goa Decorator Cardiff 


Pet Dec 7 
Newsom, Septimus Jongs, Tooting, Builder’s Journeyman 
Wandsworth Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 


ec 6 
Newsome, Joun, Buxton, Plumber Stockport Pet Nov 
29 Ord Dec8 


Rosixson, Witiam, Darli Cart Builder Stockton 
on Tees Pet Dec6 Ord Dec6 

Rosensere, M B, Blomfield st High Court Pet Nov 13 
Ord Dec 7 


Szpeiey, JoszpH Pgrarson, Manchester, Grey Cloth 
Salesman Manchester age Ord Dec 8 

Smrru, Grorcz Taytor, Leeds, Wine Seller Leeds Pet 
Novis Ord Dec8 

Spzizs, Epwin Rosert, Waterloo pl, Insurance Agent 
High Court Pet Nov 21 

Stow, Joun Stanton, Cardiff, Architect Cardiff Pet 
Dec8 Ord Dec8 


Tay.ior, James Orno, Cheltenham, Butcher Cheltenham 
Pet Dec? Ord Dec7 

Too.ey, Rosert Dent, Great Yarmouth, Corn Merchant 
Great Yarmouth Pet Dec8 Ord Dec8 

Tuckey, Henry, ams Lawford, Warwicks, Builder 


Coventry Pet DecS Ord Dec8 

Venus, CHARLES, Pat Mn Journeyman Baker Lewes 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 

Warxkixs Josepn, and Srvarr Fiztp Bycravs, West 
ag = 5 ae Provision Merchants High Court Pet 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALExAaNDER, GxzoRGE, Middlesboro' Commercial 

ome Dec 29 at 3 Off Rec, 8, rd, Middles- 
rou 

Arnoip, JutiAN TrEGENNA BipputPH, Tuomas Bovitrox 
Sismey, and Witt1am Cuanninc ARrnoup, Lincoln’s 
inn “i Solicitors Dec 19 at230 Bankruptcy bldgs, 

ArTEy, Sous Rage» apy ea Shipbroker Dec 19 
at 8 eo Old John st, Sund 

Avyzgzs, Ps... Old Kent rd Dec. 19at12 Bankruptcy 

BaRNarp, A F, 


ham, Accountant Dec 22 
at12 174, nodal ham 
BE aes Groce Dec 23 at 12 Grovesnor 


CanpLzr, Joun he + = Yorks, 
r Dec 19at 11.30 Ot Ree, cy 


Scarbo: 
Cusaeee Saree, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Baker Dec 
19 a Off Rec, Endless st, Salisb’ 
Cuap: “So  Siaeox Sheffield, Jeweller 19 at 3 Off 
ln, Sheffield 
Cook, Jou ay Ipswich, Tailor Dec 19 at 2 Great 
Eastern , Liverpool st 


CRANE, Wusun. and CuaRLes Henry Crane, Smethwick, 
oe ord, Bakers Dec 19 at 2 County Court, West 
rom wi 
De Bene, Mary Josxepuixe, Bournemouth, Court Milliner 
Dec 19 at 12.30 Off Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 
Deaxz, Percy G, Portsmouth, Engineer Dee 18 at3 Off 


Rec, Cambridge junct, Portamo 
OO one ‘Biriogba,” Grocer Grocer Dec 22 at 11 


Bowsios, ev WARD, xo. Fontpewait, Glam Deo 19 at 12 








E.tert, Gzorcz, and Tuomas ng Bath, General 
Smiths Dec 20at 12.30 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristo} 

Forester, ArtTuur, Hetton le Hole, ham, Tailor Dec 
19 at 4 Off Rec 25, John st, Sunderland 

Gua, am Northampton, Leather Merchant Dec 29 

at Off Rec, County Court bidgs, Sheep st, 

Noxthamp ton 

— 5 prem § Walsall, Journeyman Butcher Dec 20 at 

1.30 Off Rec, Walsall 

gien a Witiiam, Portsmouth, Builder Dec 19 at 3,30 
Otf Rec, oe junct, High st, Portsmouth 

GRIPTON, Joun, Salf ord, Railway Signalman Dec 20 at 

ff Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Harper, Ricnarp Bivucuer, Willesden, Civil Engineer 
Dec 20 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Inevanp, Marx Frepericx, New Swindon, Wilts, Fitter 
Dec 20 at 10.15 Off Rec, 46, Cricklade st, Swindon 

Kirton, Gzorcez, Mortlake, Surrey, Builder Dec 19 at 12 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

LaxeE, 9 EL Epwarp, West Bromwich, Yeast Merchant 
Dec 19 at 2.6 County Court West Bromwich 

Licuiroot, CHares, Luton, Beds, Confectioner Dec 21 at 
10.15 Chamber of Commerce, 53, George st, Luton 

Lixcoun, THomas Freperick, and Horace Joun Lrxcoty, 

Ironmongers Dec 19 at 12.30 Auction 

Li or Toiegts Tailor Dec 20 at 2.30 

STER, Epwarp m, or ai 

Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Lum.ey, pone Basit, - tee st, Solicitor Dec 20 at 
11 Bankru ptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Marruews, Mark, Birkenhead, Dressmaker Dec 20 at 12 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Mitts, Henny, Adelaide "rd, Chalk Farm, Bookmaker’s 
Clerk Dec 19 at 2 30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Mowico, Luie1, Marylebone rd Dec19at12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey 

Newsom, Septimus Jones, Tooting, Builder’s Journeyman 
Dee 21 at 3.30 24, Railway app, London bdge 

Parsons, ALrrepD, Catford, Commercial Traveller Dec 12 
at 1130 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Pracockx, Joun Epwiy, Liverpool Dec 20at2 Of Rec, 
85, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Poxrcu, Bavez, Geeaber, - Dealer Dec 20 at 12 
Off Rec, Baldwin st, B: 

Putwry, James, King’s Heath, em Coal Merchant 
Dec 20 at1l 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Purcett, CHARLES, Leighton Buzzard, Dairyman Dec 19 
at 11.30 Off Rec, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 

Sacu, J, Tooting, Builder Dec2lat12 24, Railway app, 
London Bridge 

Szcxer, Freperick Grorce, Norwich, Nurseryman Dec 
20 at3 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Suoure, Frank Apiz, Nuneaton, Tailor Deci9at11 Off 
Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Tartey, Epwarp Avoustus, Friday st, 7 
Agent Dec 21 at 12 Rm he bidgs, Care i Fo 

Tuckey, Henry, Long La ler Dec 
19 at 12 Off Ree, 17, Geared st, Seats 

Warxiys, Joszrn and Srvuarr Fistp Byorave, West 
Smithfield, Provision Merchants Dec 21 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Wituiams, Laurence Amsrosz, Wandsworth, Stock 
Jobber’s Clerk Dec 19 at 11.30 24, Railway app, 
London Bridge ’ 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Barratt, Freperick, Findon, Sussex, Trainer of Horses 
Brighton PetJuly 29 Ord Nov 30 
Botwe.., Mary, Cardiff Cardiff Pot Deo? Ord Dec 7 


Crirrs, Henry, Candle Green, nr Cheltenham, Bootmaker 
Swindon Pet Dec8 Ord Dec8 

Dor.ine, Rosert Artuur, Little Iiford, Labourer High 
Court Pet Dec8 Ord Dec8 

Duceax, WItilam, ~) Grocer Birmingham 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Dec 

mers, S Grorce, and i Homas E..etr, Bath, General 
Smiths Bath Pet Dec8 Ord Dec8 

Ex.is, Ricnarp, Nottingham, Furniture Dealer Notting- 
ham Pet Dec9 Ord Dec9 


Friern, Danie, Halifax, Builder Halifax Pet Dec 8 
Ord Dec 8 

Gituirt, Frep, Northampton, Currier Northampton Pet 
Dec 6 Ord Dec6 


Grecory, Ricnarp, Swindon, Wilts, Butcher’s Manager 
Swindon Pet Dec8 Ord Dec8 

Grices, AnTHuR Tuomas, New Brompton, Kent, Butcher 
Rochester Pet Nov18 Ord Dec7 


Davies, Witt1am, Rhymney, Mon, Collier Tredegar Pet 
Dec8 Ord Dec 8 , 


GrorcE, Witt1aM Jonny, Fenny Stratford, Bucks, Farmer 

N m Pet Dec& Ord Dec5 

GripTon, JouN, Salford, Railway Signalman Salford Pet 
Dec 5 Ord Dec 7 


Hazris, panwente, £0 ry on, Glam, Grocer Pon’ 
Pet Dec 8 Ord oaggpnnts: nia 


Hanrngison, hecanae fa Incram James eae. 
coln’s inn fields, Solicitors High Court Pet Oct 
Ord Dec 11 
Hopcetts, Owex, West Bromwich, Traveller West 
Bromwich Pet Dec7 Ori Dec7 
Bouseesten, Rosgat Martin, Fenchurch av High 
= Court Ps ang A... Dec 8 — 
OWARD, aa m Green, Essex, Grocer 
Court Pet Novi4 Ord Dec7 ” 
ine, 5 —_ Newbiggia by the Sea, a) ~The 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 
Liowrroot, Cuanruzs, Luton, Bedford, Confectioner Sn 
ec 


Dec 9 
Laem ey, peereme, Tailor High Court Pet 
Leong see, © Louis, ; Tame Coachbuilder Manchester 
Pet Nov Ord Dec 


LonGvey. des cp ‘Mark in, Timber Merchant High 
Court Pet Nov8 Ord Deo7 











